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ABSTRACT

This study examined how remembrance of parental acceptance-rejection influences the relational
wellbeing of married adults, with adult attachment, self-disclosure, and display of affection as
mediators, and physical attractiveness as a moderator. Based on Parental Acceptance-Rejection
Theory and Attachment Theory, this study draws on a data from 300 married adults aged 22—45
years (56.3% male, 43.7% female), residing in Islamabad and Rawalpindi, selected through
purposive convenience sampling. Participants completed Urdu-translated, Parental Acceptance-
Rejection Questionnaire (Rohner, 2005), Revised Adult Attachment Scale (Collins, 1996), Self-
Disclosure Index (Miller et al., 1983), Public and Private Romantic Display of Affection Scale
(Kocur et al., 2022), Physical Attraction subscale of the Interpersonal Attraction Scale
(McCroskey & McCain, 1974) and Relationship Assessment Scale (Hendrick,1988) along with
demographic sheet. Data was analyzed using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS)
and Python. Parental warmth positively influenced relational wellbeing directly (father) and
indirectly via attachment styles alone and sequentially through attachment styles and self-
disclosure. Conversely, parental rejection reduced relational wellbeing indirectly via attachment
styles alone and sequentially through attachment styles and self-disclosure, with mother rejection
also showing a direct negative link and father rejection influencing via self-disclosure. Notably,
physical attractiveness moderated the relationship between display of affection and relational
wellbeing. Demographic and marital variables also played a role, moderating the link between
mediator (display of affection) and relational wellbeing, and group differences observed by
gender and type of marriage. The study has theoretical contributions by integrating relational
mechanisms and offers practical implications for clinicians, counselors, and relationship
educators aiming to strengthen relational wellbeing among couples.

Keywords: Parental acceptance-rejection, adult attachment, self-disclosure, display of

affection, relational wellbeing, married adults
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

A marriage is a deep and sacred bond that unites two individuals by love, dedication,
and the sharing of experiences. Many cultures view marriage as the institution that fosters
connection and companionship, raises children in a secure environment and offers
opportunities for emotional growth (Yavuzer, 2012). Marriage satisfy a number of
individual’s fundamental requirements namely, the urge to give and receive love, biological,
social, psychological, and emotional needs of individuals and it ensures the continuation of
generations. It also fosters a sense of security, social belonging, cooperation, trust, and pride
in one another (Canel, 2012). However, the remnants of early family relationships,
particularly the sense of parental acceptance-rejection, can influence this crucial bond.
According to Rahman et al. (2021), parents are the ones closest to their children among all
family members therefore receiving positive feelings from both the mother and father has
importance in healthy development of a child.

Parental rejection represents a profoundly distressing experience that can inflict
enduring emotional wounds, significantly affecting how individuals navigate their adult
relationships. Khaleque and Rohner (2012) also indicated that the early emotional wound re-
emerge in adult relationships and disrupt intimacy. In contrast, parental acceptance provides
a crucial basis for emotional stability, promoting self-assurance and constructive relational
dynamics. Collectively, these formative experiences play a critical role in shaping the
manner in which individuals engage and interact with others throughout their lives.

The notion that experiences during childhood can significantly influence an

individual’s adult life is a common theme across various theoretical frameworks, such as



those proposed by Bowlby (1973), Freud (1910), and Rohner (1986), even though their
interpretations may vary. Bowlby’s theory posits that individuals are innately predisposed to
establish connections with their caregivers during childhood. The significance of these
initial attachments may persist and shape interpersonal relationships throughout an
individual’s life.

The emergence of psychoanalytic theory, as proposed by Freud in 1910, also sparked
significant interest among researchers and clinicians regarding the impact of the parent-child
relationship on an individual’s psychological and social adjustment. It is asserted that a
child’s perception of being loved and accepted by their parents significantly impacts their
psychological development. In addition to fostering psychological well-being, the parent-
child relationship serves as a foundational model for the child’s future interpersonal
relationships (Freud & Burlingham, 1944).

Object Relations Theory, as articulated by Klein in 1984, posits that children
internalize their experiences with their parents. This dynamic between parent and child
fosters the development of mental representations concerning interpersonal relationships,
which subsequently affect social interactions in adulthood. The cognitive representations of
their mothers and fathers play a significant role in shaping individuals’ preferences for
intimate partners and their romantic relationships, as noted by Hendrix in 1990. Therefore,
in the early stages of life, it is essential to attend to children’s physical and emotional needs
besides meeting their needs from significant others to whom they are attached. This has an
immense influence on how their personalities develop and how they build stable, long-
lasting interpersonal bonds in the future.

One more prominent theory examining the dynamics of the parent-child relationship



and its implications in adulthood is the Parental Acceptance-Rejection Theory (PARTheory)
now termed as Interpersonal Acceptance-Rejection (IPARTheory), formulated by Rohner in
1975 and further developed in 1986. This theory explored the influence of parental
acceptance-rejection on individuals’ emotional, behavioral, and social-cognitive
development, as well as their psychological adjustment across diverse cultural contexts
globally (Rohner, 1986).

It has also been demonstrated that remembrance of parental acceptance-rejection
influence various aspects of adult relationships, including partner responsiveness (Lo, 2021),
relationship satisfaction (Eralp, 2021) and perception of partner rejection (Babuscu, 2014).
Additionally, the role of adult attachment as a mediator between remembrance of parental
acceptance-rejection and relationship outcomes is also widely acknowledged (Babuscu,
2014). The relationship attributes like self-disclosure, display of affection and physical
attractiveness have also been identified as significant contributors to relational wellbeing
and happiness (Ali et al., 2023; Bardaweel & Al-Jobour, 2023; Debrot et al., 2013), stressing
the need to understand how these factors interplay with early parental experiences in shaping
adult marital relationships.

These aforementioned findings highlight the significance of investigating the ways in
which early familial experiences interact with relationship processes to influence romantic
functioning in adulthood. Building upon this framework, the current study offers a
conceptual model that posits that remembrance of parental acceptance-rejection during
childhood impact individual’s relational wellbeing as adults through important relational
mechanisms. Specifically, the model posits that adult attachment styles, self-disclosure, and

display of affection mediate this relationship, while physical attractiveness may moderate it,



offering a more integrated understanding of how early experiences reverberate into adult
romantic life.
1.1 Rationale of the Study

Our early familial experiences work as a kind of psychological blueprint, subtly
influencing how we perceive love, communicate our feelings, and steer through our
romantic relationships as adults. Particularly, remembrance of early parental acceptance-
rejection may serve as the emotional foundation for adult’s subsequent relational patterns,
such as their communication habits, attachment styles, and overall relational wellbeing
(Rohner & Khaleque, 2005). Relational wellbeing in turn, is a vital aspect of psychological
health and is intimately related to romantic relationship satisfaction, intimacy, and emotional
stability. Research has frequently linked relational wellbeing to improved physical and
subjective well-being, highlighting the profound effects of close relational bonds (Proulx et
al., 2007).

Till now, the prior studies in the literature have largely focused on validating the
universality of PARTheory’s concept, which holds that childhood parental acceptance-
rejection have an influence on an individual’s adult life (Rothenberg et al., 2022). The
correlates have been examined particularly in terms of psychological maladjustments, fear
of intimacy, loneliness, negative sense of identity and rejection sensitivity in adults
(Giovazolias, & Paschalidi, 2022; Rohner et al., 2020; Senese et al., 2020). These findings
suggest that early parental interactions may have a lasting impact on how people develop,
view, and sustain romantic relationships in later life, in addition to influencing immediate
childhood experiences.

According to PARTheory, the rejection experienced in the childhood by parents



tends to persist in to adulthood due to the mental representations that forms in early years,
and influence the perception of one’s self, others and the world in later years (Rohner,
1986). The significant impact of early parental acceptance-rejection on adult attachment
styles and subsequent emotional outcomes is also highlighted by various researchers
(Hinnen et al., 2009; Karababa et al., 2019; Perris & Andersson, 2000). These findings
imply that people who remember being rejected by their parents are more prone to
experience insecure attachment styles, including avoidance or attachment anxiety, which can
hinder their capacity to establish stable and satisfying romantic relationships. People who
are insecurely attached may find it difficult to resolve conflicts, be emotionally close, and
trust others, which eventually lowers their relationship wellbeing.

However, PARTheory largely overlooks the potential mediating role of relationship
attributes such as self-disclosure, display of affection, and moderating role of physical
attractiveness in influencing adult relational outcomes. Even though, the theory offers a
strong foundation for comprehending how psychological adjustment is shaped by
remembered parental acceptance-rejection, it provides little understanding of the specific
interpersonal mechanisms that transform these early experiences into an individual’s current
relationship functioning.

Empirical studies have also increasingly pointed out the significance of these
relationship attributes in relational wellbeing of adults. E.g. Studies found that self-
disclosure enhance marital satisfaction (Qori et al., 2022; Zhaoyang et al., 2018). Likewise,
affectionate touch is also found to promote relational, psychological, and physical well-
being in adulthood (Jakubiak & Feeney, 2017). Aloia et al. (2017) also demonstrated

positive association of affectional displays with mental health and self-esteem and negative



association with depression and stress.

Similar to aforementioned, physical attractiveness also play a significant role in
determining the dynamics and perceptions of romantic relationships, which in turn affects
relationship satisfaction and quality (Fruchier et al., 2025). Higher levels of relationship
satisfaction has been repeatedly associated with contentment with a partner’s physical
appearance, including aspects like weight and body shape (Eastwick et al., 2014; Van den
Brink et al., 2018). It has also been reported that husbands, in particular, reported greater
relationship satisfaction when they perceive their spouse to be physically attractive (Meltzer
et al., 2014). These findings underscore the complex function of physical attractiveness as a
relationship characteristic that can impact emotional closeness and relational wellbeing.

So while prior research has predominantly focused on individual-level pathways
between relationship attributes such as adult attachment, self-disclosure, affectional display,
physical attractiveness, and relational wellbeing, the present study extends this
understanding by offering a more systemic perspective. It considers how internalized early
experiences, specifically the remembrance of parental acceptance-rejection, shape these
relational attributes and in turn, influence individuals’ relational wellbeing. This approach
provides a more comprehensive framework for understanding how early family dynamics
echo through later-life partnerships. Understanding how these characteristics carry the
influence of early parental interactions into adulthood is essential because they affect the
quality of interpersonal dynamics. By examining the mediating role of adult attachment,
self-disclosure and display of affection and moderating role of physical attractiveness in the
connection between display of affection and adult relationship outcomes, this study seeks to

fill a notable gap in the literature.



Furthermore, most of studies with regards to parental acceptance-rejection, has
largely focused on the negative dimension i.e. parental rejection while comparatively little
attention has been given to the positive aspect of PARTheory i.e. parental acceptance and
how it affects the individual’s long terms relationships, making the acceptance dimension
underexplored.

So in light of these gaps, this study seeks to build upon PARTheory by including
both the acceptance and rejection experiences and investigating the mediating role of
relationship attributes i.e. adult attachment, self-disclosure, display of affection and
moderating role of physical attractiveness, to deepen our understanding of the complex
pathways through which early parental interactions influence relational wellbeing.

1.2 Statement of the Problem

Although considerable amount of research has been done on remembrance of
parental acceptance-rejection and its psychological outcomes for individuals, less is known
about the long-term impacts of individual’s remembering their parents’ acceptance-rejection
as children on relational wellbeing. In particular, little is known about the ways in which
important relationship characteristics, like adult attachment, self-disclosure, and display of
affection mediate the association between remembrance of parental acceptance-rejection and
relational wellbeing. Moreover, the potential moderating role of physical attractiveness in
shaping these relationship processes has been largely overlooked. In addition to these, the
influence of demographic and marital variables on these dynamics also has not been
adequately explored.

This lack of comprehensive investigation limits the ability to fully understand the

mechanisms through which early parental acceptance-rejection impact relational wellbeing



in married adults. Therefore, to address these critical gaps, this study seeks to explore the

direct and indirect pathways linking parental acceptance-rejection to relational wellbeing

through relationship attributes, while also assessing the moderating role of physical

attractiveness. Filling these gaps is essential to advance theoretical understanding and guide

practical interventions meant to improve relational wellbeing of married adults.

1.3 Research Objectives

1.

2.

3.

The objectives of the present study are as under:

To translate the measures in Urdu language

To examine the psychometric properties of translated instruments

To examine the association between remembrance of parental acceptance-rejection
and relational wellbeing among married adults

To explore the mediating role of relationship attributes (adult attachments, self-
disclosure and display of affection) in the relationship between remembrance of
parental acceptance-rejection and relational wellbeing among married adults

To explore the moderating role of physical attractiveness in the relationship between
display of affection and relational wellbeing among married adults

To examine group differences in study variables with respect to demographic factors
(age, gender, education, socioeconomic status) and marital variables (type of
marriage, duration of marriage, age at marriage, marital issues, family structure,

working status, and number of children).

1.4 Research Questions

In light of the gaps and objectives that have been identified, the study seeks to

investigate the following:
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1. Is there an association between remembrance of parental acceptance-rejection and
relational wellbeing among married adults?
2. Does the relationship between remembrance of parental acceptance-rejection and
relational wellbeing among married adults mediated by relationship attributes such
as adult attachment, self-disclosure, and display of affection?
3. Does physical attractiveness moderate the relationship between display of affection
and relational wellbeing among married adults?
4. How do demographic factors (age, gender, education, socioeconomic status) and
marital variables (type of marriage, duration, age at the time of marriage, issues,
familial structure, working status and number of children, etc.) relate to differences
in parental acceptance-rejection, relationship attributes, and relational wellbeing
among married adults?
1.5 Hypotheses

The below mentioned hypotheses are formulated in light of the existing literature and
aforementioned research questions:
H1: There will be a significant relationship between remembrance of parental acceptance-
rejection and relational wellbeing among married adults.

la. There will be a positive relationship between remembrance of parental warmth
and relational wellbeing among married adults.

1b. There will be a negative relationship between remembrance of parental rejection
and relational wellbeing among married adults.
H2: There will be a significant indirect relationship between remembrance of parental

acceptance-rejection and relational wellbeing mediated by adult attachment among married
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adults.

2a. There will be an indirect positive relationship between remembrance of parental
warmth and relational wellbeing, mediated by close adult attachment among married adults.

2b. There will be an indirect positive relationship between remembrance of parental
warmth and relational wellbeing, mediated by depend adult attachment among married
adults.

2c. There will be an indirect positive relationship between remembrance of parental
warmth and relational wellbeing, mediated by anxious adult attachment among married
adults.

2d. There will be an indirect negative relationship between remembrance of parental
rejection and relational wellbeing, mediated by close adult attachment among married
adults.

2e. There will be an indirect negative relationship between remembrance of parental
rejection and relational wellbeing, mediated by depend adult attachment among married
adults.

2f. There will be an indirect negative relationship between remembrance of parental
rejection and relational wellbeing, mediated by anxious adult attachment among married
adults.
H3: There will be a significant indirect relationship between remembrance of parental
acceptance-rejection and relational wellbeing sequentially mediated by adult attachment and
display of affection among married adults

3a. There will be an indirect positive relationship between remembrance of

parental warmth and relational wellbeing, sequentially mediated by close adult attachment
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and display of affection among married adults.

3b. There will be an indirect positive relationship between remembrance of parental
warmth and relational wellbeing, sequentially mediated by depend adult attachment and
display of affection among married adults.

3c There will be an indirect positive relationship between remembrance of parental
warmth and relational wellbeing, sequentially mediated by anxious adult attachment and
display of affection among married adults.

3d. There will be an indirect negative relationship between remembrance of parental
rejection and relational wellbeing, sequentially mediated by close adult attachment and
display of affection among married adults.

3e. There will be an indirect negative relationship between remembrance of parental
rejection and relational wellbeing, sequentially mediated by depend adult attachment and
display of affection among married adults.

3f. There will be an indirect negative relationship between remembrance of parental
rejection and relational wellbeing, sequentially mediated by anxious adult attachment and
display of affection among married adults.
H4: There will be a significant indirect relationship between remembrance of parental
acceptance-rejection and relational wellbeing mediated by self-disclosure among married
adults

4a. There will be an indirect positive relationship between remembrance of parental
warmth and relational wellbeing, mediated by self-disclosure among married adults.

4b. There will be an indirect negative relationship between remembrance of parental

rejection and relational wellbeing, mediated by self-disclosure among married adults.
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H5: There will be a significant indirect relationship between remembrance of parental
acceptance-rejection and relational wellbeing sequentially mediated by adult attachment and
self-disclosure among married adults

5a. There will be an indirect positive relationship between remembrance of parental
warmth and relational wellbeing, sequentially mediated by close adult attachment and self-
disclosure among married adults.

5b. There will be an indirect positive relationship between remembrance of parental
warmth and relational wellbeing, sequentially mediated by depend adult attachment and
self-disclosure among married adults.

5c. There will be an indirect positive relationship between remembrance of parental
warmth and relational wellbeing, sequentially mediated by anxious adult attachment and
self-disclosure among married adults.

5d. There will be an indirect negative relationship between remembrance of parental
rejection and relational wellbeing, sequentially mediated by close adult attachment and self-
disclosure among married adults.

5e. There will be an indirect negative relationship between remembrance of parental
rejection and relational wellbeing, sequentially mediated by depend adult attachment and
self-disclosure among married adults.

5f. There will be an indirect negative relationship between remembrance of parental
rejection and relational wellbeing, sequentially mediated by anxious adult attachment and
self-disclosure among married adults.
H6: Physical attractiveness strengthens the relationship between display of affection and

relational wellbeing among married adults.
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1.6 Conceptual Framework

This study’s conceptual framework is based on attachment theory and parental
acceptance-rejection theory (PARTheory), which describe how early experiences of children
with parents influence the quality of their adult relationships.

According to this framework, the independent variable affecting a person’s relational
wellbeing as an adult is remembrance of their parents’ acceptance-rejection in childhood. In
order to understand this association, the study investigates the mediating role of relationship
attributes such as adult attachment, self-disclosure, and display of affection. This conceptual
framework is also in line with the available literature. For instance; there are various studies
in literature that have reported the relationship between childhood parental interactions and
adult attachment styles (Bowlby, 1969; Fraley et al., 2013; Gleeson & Fitzgerald, 2014). It is
also reported that those who remember higher parental acceptance will grow up to have
secure attachment styles (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016; Reis & Shaver, 1988). The secure
attachment result in better self-disclosure (Mikulincer & Nachshon, 1991), and display of
affection (Hesse & Trask, 2014), which will subsequently result in better relational
wellbeing. On the other hand, parental rejection will result in formation of insecure
attachment style (Bowlby, 1969), which will negatively predict self-disclosure (Tao et al.,
2024), display of affection (Hesse & Trask 2014) and consequently relational wellbeing.

In addition to the aforementioned, the study examines the moderating role of
physical attractiveness, hypothesizing that perceived spouse attractiveness may have an
impact on the relationship between display of affection and relational wellbeing of married
adults. The relevant literature concerning this relates to Buss (1989) findings that in intimate

relationships, the way in which romantic behaviors are viewed and received is influenced by



perceived physical attractiveness, which is thought to be a crucial indicator of mate value

and desirability. Meltzer et al. (2014) also indicated a relationship between physical

attractiveness and marital outcomes.

So, through the integration of various relational and psychological dimensions, this

framework offers a thorough approach for comprehending how early parental acceptance-

rejection affect marital relationships in adulthood.

Figure 1.1
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Figure 1.1 Conceptual Framework of the Study
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1.7 Operational Definition
1.7.1 Parental Acceptance-Rejection

Parental acceptance is characterized by the loving, nurturing actions exhibited by
parents (Rohner, 1975; Rohner & Rohner, 1980). Contrary to acceptance, parental rejection
includes hostility and neglect. According to Rohner (1986) parental rejection can manifest
itself in four ways, including showing: (i) lack of affection/coldness, (ii) hostility (iii)
indifference, and (iv) expressing rejection in ways that are not overt but are interpreted by
the child as unloving.

In the present study, the Parental Acceptance-Rejection is operationally defined as
the scores on the Parental Acceptance-Rejection Questionnaire- Short Form (PARQ-SF)
(Urdu version) developed by Rohner (2005) and translated by Malik and Butt (2012). The
PARQ maternal and paternal version, are used. Both versions consists of 24 items each,
rated on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from “Almost never true” to “Almost always true.”
Retrospective views of parental warmth/affection, hostility/aggression, indifference/ neglect,
and undifferentiated rejection throughout childhood are evaluated using this scale. Higher
scores on parental warmth/affection subscale represent parental acceptance whereas, lower
scores on warmth dimension and higher score on other three subscales represent parental
rejection.

1.7.2 Adult Attachment

Adult attachment is defined as the emotional connection that develops between
adults in intimate relationships; which is shaped by early experiences with caregivers
(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2016). It affects people’s capacity to trust, rely on others, and handle

closeness by influencing how they view themselves and others in romantic or intimate
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relationships.

In the present study, adult attachment is operationally defined as the emotional
connection that develops between spouses in marital relationships. It is measured by the
score on the Revised Adult Attachment Scale originally known as Adult Attachment Scale
developed by Collins and Read (1990) and later revised by Collins (1996). The scale
consists of 18 items divided into three subscales namely; close adult attachment, depend
adult attachment, anxious adult attachment. The high scores on close, depend and anxiety
subscales characterize, more comfortable with the spouse, greater trust in spouse and greater
anxiety in marital relationship respectively.

1.7.3 Self-Disclosure

Self-disclosure has been defined as the “revelation of one’s thoughts and feelings to
another person” (Hendrick, 1981). According to Finkenauer et al. (2004), it is a key concept
in the study of romantic relationships and is defined as the verbal exchange of information
about oneself, such as one’s own thoughts, feelings, dispositions, needs, past experiences,
and future intentions.

In present study, self-disclosure is operationally defined as the revelation of one’s
thoughts and feelings to one’s spouse. It is measured by Self-disclosure Index developed by
Miller et al. (1983). The scale consists of 10-items rated on a 5 point Likert scale ranging
from “discuss not at all” to “discuss fully and completely”. The higher score on the scale
represent greater self-disclosure with one’s spouse.

1.7.4 Display of Affection
Affection, according to Floyd and Morman (1998), is “intentional and overt

enactment or expression of feelings of closeness, care, and fondness for another person”.
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Vaquera and Kao (2005) identified three categories of affection namely; public displays,
private displays and intimate displays. Activities such as holding hands, announcing to
others that they are a couple, going out together alone or in a group, and meeting the
partner’s parents are examples of public displays. Offering a gift to the partner, receiving a
gift from the partner, telling the partner that you love them, and thinking of yourself as a
couple are examples of private displays. Last but not least, intimate displays include having
sex, touching each other’s genitals, and touching under or without clothing.

In the present study, display of affection is operationally defined as the “intentional
and overt enactment or expression of feelings of closeness, care, and fondness for one’s
spouse” and is measured by Public and Private Romantic Display of Affection Scale
developed by Kocur et al. (2022). The scale originally had four subscales (1) Private
Displays of Affection (2) Public Displays of Affection (3) Opinions (negative) about people
displaying affections in public (4) Behaviours (negative) towards people displaying
affections in public, rated on a 5-point Likert scale from “Completely does not match my
behavior” to “Completely matches my behavior”. However, for the purpose of this study,
only two subscales which were relevant to the expression of affection i.e. Private Displays
of Affection and Pubic Displays of Affection, were utilized. The high scores on the
subscales represent more display of affection by an individual.

1.7.5 Physical Attractiveness

Physical attractiveness is defined as people’s preferences for other people’s physical
looks, especially in terms of their body proportions and facial traits (Buss, 1994).

In the present study, physical attractiveness is operationally defined as the married

person’s subjective assessment of their spouse’s physical attributes. In terms of appearance,
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grooming, and general looks, it shows how physically attractive, desirable, or alluring a
person finds their spouse. This construct is measured by Interpersonal Attraction Scale,
subscale Physical Attraction. The scale is developed by McCroskey & McCain in 1974. The
scale is rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly
Agree”. The high score on physical attraction subscale represent that the participant consider
his/her spouse, physically attractive.

1.7.6 Relational Wellbeing

In the context of intimate relationships, the wellbeing may be said as Relational
Wellbeing and refer to the quality of relationships themselves (Flora & Segrin, 2003).

In the present study the Relational wellbeing is operationally defined as the scores of
married adults on Relationship Assessment Scale developed by Hendrick (1988). The
relationship assessment scale consists of seven items rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging
from “Low satisfaction to High satisfaction”. The high scores on the scales represent

satisfaction with one’s relationship.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

This section includes a thorough review of the current study variables namely;
Parental Acceptance-Rejection, Adult Attachment, Self-Disclosure, Display of Affection
and Physical Attractiveness.

2.1 Parental Acceptance-Rejection Theory (PARTheory)

The Parental Acceptance Rejection Theory developed by Ronald Rohner is an
empirically grounded framework that seeks to comprehend and predict the universal causes,
correlates, and outcomes of parental acceptance-rejection across cultures and throughout the
lifespan (Rohner et al., 2014). This basic tenet of parental acceptance-rejection theory states
that every individual has a need for affection from those who hold special meaning in their
lives, regardless of any limitations imposed by sociocultural factors or demographic context
(Rohner, 1976).

When the theory was first created in the 1960s, it only focused on how individual’s
perceptions of their parents’ acceptance-rejection during childhood affect them as adults.
The initial focus of the theory was restricted to parent-child dynamics and was referred to as
Parental Acceptance-Rejection Theory (PARTheory). Later on, by 2000 the theory
broadened its scope to include interactions with people of all ages, including romantic
partners, siblings, peers, grandparents, and other important characters and was also renamed
as Interpersonal Acceptance-Rejection Theory (IPARTheory) in 2014 to reflect this
expanded scope. The theory covers five different issues or questions, which are grouped
under three related sub-theories: personality sub-theory, the coping sub-theory and the

sociocultural systems sub-theory.
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The personality sub-theory has three basic tenants. (a) there are generally four
constant ways in which children and people from sociocultural backgrounds tend to
recognize whether they are valued or not by significant individuals namely parents, peers,
intimate partners, (b) children and adults across diverse groups typically exhibit seven to ten
common psychological and behavioral responses when they perceive acceptance or rejection
from significant figures in their life, and (c) the effects of childhood rejection or acceptance
frequently persist into adulthood and beyond, affecting a person’s psychological and
emotional functioning.

Conversely, the coping sub-theory looks at how and why certain adults and children
do not exhibit psychological dysfunction even when they have had or are experiencing
rejection from their significant others in life (Rohner, 2004; Rohner et al., 2012).

Lastly, the sociocultural sub-theory seeks to explore “How does the overall structure
of a society, along with the behaviors and beliefs of its individuals (such as religious views
and artistic tastes), reflect the tendency of most parents in that society to either accept or
reject their children?”” (Rohner, 2004).

The implications of parental acceptance-rejection significantly impact children’s
emotional health and personality development throughout their lives (Rohner & Rohner,
1980; Rohner, 1986). At the “acceptance” end, the child gets love, warmth, affection, and
care from the parents while at the rejection end, parents are withdrawn or unaffectionate.

For rejection, the three aspects proposed by Rohner are: a) hostility and aggression;
b) indifference and negligence and, c) undifferentiated rejection. The term “undifferentiated
rejection” describes the experience of believing that one’s parents does not genuinely love

them or care about them, without necessarily having objective signs that the parents are
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uncaring and unloving, hostile and aggressive, or apathetic and neglectful (Rohner &
Khaleque., 2005).

It is mentioned that Parental Acceptance-Rejection Theory (PARTheory) focuses on
how individual’s subjectively perceive and interpret their interactions with their parents
rather than on the behaviors of their parents. According to the PARTheory, parent’s
acceptance-rejection is mostly mediated by the child’s internal emotional and cognitive
reactions to those events. Researchers can conduct cross-cultural investigations without
being restricted by cultural or ethnic norms by giving priority to the child’s emotional
responses and perceptions rather than observable parental actions, as expressions of parental
warmth or rejection can vary greatly across cultural contexts (Rohner et al., 2012).

2.1.1 Demographic Variations in Parental Acceptance-Rejection

The individual feelings of parental acceptance-rejection are largely influenced by
subjective interpretations rather than objective actions, according to the Parental
Acceptance-Rejection Theory (PARTheory) (Rohner et al., 2012). The demographic factors
such as, gender, age, education level, socio-economic status etc. may have an impact on the
remembrance of parental acceptance-rejection. Research studies have also provided
evidence of the role of demographic variables in this regard.

For instance, considering gender, while the studies involving parental acceptance-
rejection do not indicate substantial gender differences in parental acceptance-rejection but
some findings suggest differences based on the gender of either the parent or the offspring.
E.g. Rohner and Khaleque (2010) conducted meta-analysis of 17 studies involving 3,568
adults and found no significance difference in remembrance of parental acceptance-rejection

according to gender. However, Kuyumcu and Rohner (2018) in their study regarding
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remembrance of parental acceptance in childhood and self-acceptance among young Turkish
adults found that women report higher levels of both maternal and paternal acceptance as
compared to men, highlighting gender differences in the remembrance of parental
acceptance. Similarly, Hussain et al. (2013) also found that male participants perceived
higher paternal rejection as compared to females. In a study of Korean young adults Chyung
and Lee (2008) reported no significant gender differences in the perception of maternal
warmth and rejection, however, men reported lower levels of paternal acceptance as
compared to women.

Similar to Chyung and Lee (2008), Rohner et al. (2008) in their study on Japanese
adults also found that although there are no significant gender difference in perception of
maternal warmth and rejection but men perceived lower levels of paternal acceptance. A
study conducted among Lebanese people by Kazarian et al. (2010), also yielded similar
results. The results showed that although both sexes experienced maternal warmth and
rejection similarly, males were more likely than women to report higher levels of paternal
rejection and lower level of paternal acceptance.

The studies involving university/college students and adolescents also highlighted
gender differences in remembrance of parental acceptance-rejection. This is evident in the
findings of Isik (2021), who conducted a study on relationship between perceived parental
attitude and life satisfaction among university students and found that, compared to the
female students, male students are more likely to perceive their fathers as disapproving.
Similarly, another study by Imam and Singh (2019) on 171 undergraduate students of
Ranchi University, India also found that male students feel more parental rejection as

compared to their female counterparts. In line with these findings, Dwairy (2010) reported
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that male adolescents experience greater rejection and less acceptance as compared to their
female counterparts. Further, it was also found that as compared to mothers, fathers tend to
be more rejecting and less accepting of their children. This reason for this difference in
perception of parental acceptance-rejection by males and females may be attributed to the
parental favoritism. A study by Jensen and Jorgensen-Wells (2025) also reported that
parents have favorite child, and they most likely confer the favorite child award to their
daughters.

Besides gender, another demographic variable that seems to correlate with
remembrance of parental acceptance-rejection is socioeconomic status. A study by Akin et
al. (2018) examined the moderating roles of socioeconomic status in the relationship
between the positive symptoms of patients with schizophrenia and their recollections of
parental acceptance-rejection in childhood. The findings of the study highlighted that
individuals from middle class and upper class do not report severely rejected by their
parents. Furthermore, it was also found that individuals belonging from low socioeconomic
families reported higher perceived maternal and paternal neglect and less perceived maternal
and paternal warmth throughout their early years. Supporting this perspective, Imam and
Singh (2019) also observed that individuals of high socioeconomic families perceive more
parental acceptance and less parental rejection as compared to individuals of lower
socioeconomic families.

The research has also established a link between an individual’s acceptance-rejection
by parents and academic engagement. E.g. Chen (2017) in his study explored the connection
between parent-adolescent attachment and academic adjustment and found that adolescents

who scored high in parent-adolescent attachment has high academic engagement.
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Conversely, as highlighted by Ali (2011), the higher level of parental rejection is linked to
lower educational attainment and academic success. This study also suggested that a
mother’s lack of warmth is linked to negative behavioral and academic results.

2.1.2 Psychological Correlates of Remembrance of Parental Acceptance-Rejection

Studies have also long demonstrated a link between hostile, aggressive, and rejecting
parenting styles and children’s mental health problems (Gracia et al., 2005). In addition to
their emotional and behavioral responses to perceived rejection, it is believed that parental
rejection influences how children and adults interpret social information, including how they
perceive themselves, other people, and interpersonal relationships (Rohner, 2004).

Parental acceptance-rejection significantly influences psychological development,
impacting both social and emotional functioning. These effects can range from
developmental disorders like autism in childhood to enduring mental health conditions such
as schizophrenia. For instance, Akiin (2017) studied how people with schizophrenia and
social anxiety remember their childhood experiences of parental acceptance-rejection and
how these recollections connect to their psychological adjustment. The findings showed that,
in comparison to a nonclinical control group, people in the clinical groups with social
anxiety and schizophrenia, remembered much higher levels of their mother’s rejection.
Furthermore, there were more memories of paternal rejection among people who had
schizophrenia. Compared to nonclinical subjects, both clinical groups showed stronger
indications of psychological maladjustment suggesting a link between early parental
rejection and later psychopathology. Veneziano (2000) study on European and African
Americans also highlighted that paternal acceptance was significantly related to the

psychological adjustment. Supporting these findings, Hussain et al. (2013) also reported
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significant differences in perceived paternal acceptance-rejection among clinical and non-
clinical samples.

Expanding on this line, researchers have identified mediating variables in the context
of parental acceptance-rejection such as, Rohner et al. (2020) in their cross-cultural study
demonstrated that psychological maladjustment mediates the relationship between
remembrance of parental acceptance-rejection and loneliness. The sample included
individuals from Iraq, Italy, the Netherlands, Pakistan, and the United States. Similar to
Rohner et al. (2020), Putnick et al. (2020) also examined the mediating role of psychological
adjustment in relationship between remembrance of parental acceptance-rejection and
loneliness in young Bangladeshi’s and highlighted that remembrance of childhood parental
rejection results in psychological maladjustment including hostility and aggression, low self-
esteem, feelings of inadequacy, emotional numbness, emotional instability, and a generally
negative perception of the world for both Bangladeshi men and women. But this
psychological maladjustment results in loneliness only for men not for women. It means
psychological maladjustment only mediates the relationship between parental rejection and
loneliness only for men in Bangladeshi sample. Similar trend is reported by Noori and
Siddique (2023), which highlighted the correlation between parental acceptance-rejection
and psychological adjustment of adults.

Another study on 252 young Bangladeshi adults explored the mediating role of
psychological (mal)adjustment in relationship between memories of parental acceptance-
rejection and current levels of forgiveness and vengeance. The results indicated that
psychological maladjustment mediates the relationship between recollection of both

maternal and paternal rejection and increased feelings of vengeance in both men and
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women. Furthermore, memories of being accepted by parents (both mothers and fathers),
were associated with greater forgiveness, a relationship that was mediated by psychological
adjustment in both genders (Mullick & Uddin, 2024). A similar study was conducted on
Iranian sample which also revealed an indirect effect of parental rejection on forgiveness
and vengeance through psychological maladjustment (Taghikhani et al., 2024). For
Egyptians, the relationship between maternal rejection and vengeance in women was shown
to be mediated by psychological maladjustment, whereas the relationship between maternal
acceptance and forgiveness was mediated by psychological adjustment. VVengeance via
psychological maladjustment was not significantly predicted by paternal rejection (Shehata
& Zaki, 2024). The Turkish sample reported that for both men and women, psychological
maladjustment mediated the relationships between parental rejection and vengefulness,
whereas psychological adjustment mediated the relationships between parental acceptance
and forgiveness (Kuyumcu & Altin, 2024).

However, beyond psychological adjustment, researchers have also delved into areas
like self-acceptance and self-esteem. The relevant findings in this regard is reported by
Kuyumcu and Rohner (2018). They conducted a study on 236 young Turkish adults
comprising of 139 females and 97 males and found positive association between
remembrance of parental acceptance and self-acceptance for both men and women.
Additionally, the empirical support for influence of self-esteem on remembrance of
childhood parental acceptance-rejection is given by Imam and Singh (2019). A similar
observation was observed in the study conducted by Tufail et al. (2015) which found
association between perceived parental acceptance-rejection, depressive symptoms and self-

esteem among persons with substance abuse disorders. Other self-related construct linked to
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parental acceptance-rejection is self-liking, self-handicapping and self-compassion. This is
demonstrated by Sevimli and Cakir (2022) study on university students which found that
paternal acceptance influence self-liking whereas, maternal acceptance is linked with self-
handicapping. Beside this, Epli et al. (2023) found that self-compassion mediate the
relationship between parental acceptance and psychological resilience.

Apart from self-related constructs, researchers have also looked into the relationship
between remembered parental acceptance-rejection and social consequences like loneliness,
especially in adulthood. Positive parental behaviors, according to Scharf et al. (2011)
guarantee that children experience less loneliness in their relationships with their parents and
peers as well as less interpersonal issues throughout their early and early adult years.

Individual’s social anxiety and emotion regulation are also greatly influenced by
their parents’ acceptance-rejection, whereas resilience acts as a buffer. Developing resilience
can promote emotional health and mitigate the negative impacts of parental rejection
(Anwaar & Qurat ul Ain, 2023).

Numerous studies have demonstrated the variety of psychological domains in which
parental acceptance-rejection has been investigated. Although children and adolescents have
been the subject of much of the literature to date, especially in Turkey, the scope of research
encompasses a number of areas, including aggression, psychological adjustment, internet
addiction, depression, anxiety, social anxiety, anger expression, and general psychological
symptoms (e.g., Karpat, 2010; Kilig, 2012; Moray, 2019; Olgag, 2017; Pektas, 2015; Yakin,
2011; Dural & Yalgin, 2014). The studies conducted on adult populations investigated the
relationship between remembered parental acceptance-rejection and variables such as

psychological adjustment, marital satisfaction, partner acceptance-rejection, and conflict
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within marriage (Ali, 2011; Babuscu, 2014; Ozbiler, 2016; Sireli & Soykan, 2016). On the
other hand, studies with children have addressed outcomes like behavioral issues, social
competence, general psychological well-being, and sibling relationships. These findings
collectively demonstrate the extensive applicability of the parental acceptance-rejection
framework across multiple psychological and relational dimensions.

2.2 Parental Acceptance-Rejection and Relational Wellbeing

Relationships have many forms and they play a vital role in giving meaning to life.
They are strongly linked to enhanced health, overall well-being, and happiness. Alexandrova
emphasizes that “modern social science’s concern with human wellbeing is at its very core.
As a result, social science initially emerged as a body of knowledge formally dedicated to
the advancement of well-being.” Furthermore, in popular culture (especially in western
nations), the idea that wellbeing is vital for everyone is gaining traction in a variety of
discussions. Seligman (2013), for instance, observes that when parents are asked what they
most desire for their children, well-being is typically near the top of the list and is evident in
their responses.

Building on this more comprehensive perspective, current research is beginning to
acknowledge that human flourishing depends on relationship wellbeing, a crucial aspect of
overall well-being. The quality of close relationships, especially those in marriage or long-
term partnerships, greatly influences psychological and emotional well-being since people
do not exist in a vacuum. Researchers are now investigating how interpersonal dynamics are
being affected by early events of an individual’s life particularly parental acceptance-
rejection.

There are several studies in literature that have established the connection between



30

parental acceptance-rejection and adult’s romantic relationships particularly the relationship
satisfaction. A study conducted by Eralp (2021), explored the relationship between parental
acceptance-rejection, marital satisfaction, and rejection sensitivity. Their findings revealed a
direct correlation between husbands’ recollection of maternal acceptance and both their own
and their wives’ marital satisfaction. In contrast, for wives, both maternal and paternal
acceptance were indirectly linked to their marital satisfaction, with rejection sensitivity
acting as a mediator. Similarly, husbands’ recollections of both maternal and paternal
acceptance positively influenced their own marital satisfaction, also through the mediating
role of rejection sensitivity. These findings highlight the complex interplay between early
parental experiences, emotional regulation, and marital well-being.

Finzi-Dottan and Schiff (2021) conducted a study to investigate the mediating effect
of self-differentiation and spousal caregiving on the relationship between recollection of
parental care and acceptance and couple satisfaction. The researchers found that
remembrance of maternal acceptance is linked to relationship satisfaction, and this
relationship is mediated by self-differentiation and responsive caregiving. In addition to this,
when spouses recalled parental acceptance they become more responsive in providing care
which in turn increase the spouse’s relationship satisfaction. The emerging evidence also
suggest that people’s perceptions of acceptance-rejection in romantic relationships may be
influenced by their early experiences with parental acceptance-rejection.

For instance, Eryavuz (2006) conducted a study to explore the connection between
perceived parental acceptance-rejection in childhood and perceived partner acceptance-
rejection in adulthood. The study involved 298 participants including 153 dating and 145

married individuals. The result of the study highlighted that participants who are least
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satisfied in their current romantic relationships, they experienced higher level of parental
rejection in their childhood as compared to those individuals who are satisfied with their
current intimate relationships. This study highlighted a moderate correlation between
parental (both paternal and maternal) acceptance-rejection and romantic partner acceptance-
rejection. Further evidence of this is provided by Giaouzi and Giovazolias (2015) in their
study which indicated that people who feel rejected by their parents also feel rejected by
their partners in intimate relationships. Such findings are also reflected in another study
based on Parental Acceptance-Rejection Theory (PARTheory) conducted by Varan (2008),
that explored the association between perceived parental acceptance-rejection in childhood
and perceived partner acceptance-rejection in adulthood. The sample included 245 dating or
married adults. The findings suggested that individuals who feel dissatisfied with their
intimate relationships reported higher levels of both parental and partner rejection, whereas
those who experienced parental acceptance in childhood were more likely to feel accepted
by their partners. Although a quarter of those who felt rejected in childhood reported
satisfaction in their current intimate relationships, the general trend indicated that childhood
parental acceptance-rejection significantly influenced adult partner acceptance-rejection.
These findings underscore the long-term impact of parental acceptance-rejection on adult
relationship satisfaction.

Parade et al. (2013) indicated that people who feel rejected by their parents as
children, experience less satisfaction in their adult romantic relationships. Likewise,
Auslander et al. (2009) in their study regarding parenting behaviors and adolescent romantic
relationships also found positive relationship between romantic relationship satisfaction and

parental acceptance.
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In addition to influencing partner acceptance-rejection and relationship satisfaction,
these early relational experiences also contribute to more general interpersonal issues,
impacting how people establish, preserve, and understand intimate partnerships.
Interpersonal difficulties and perceived parental acceptance-rejection were found to be
significantly correlated by Abraham and Rema (2023), underscoring the long-term effects of
early parental experiences on adult social functioning. In a similar vein, Rohner et al. (2019)
found that adults’ anxiety in interpersonal interactions and fear of intimacy were linked to
parental acceptance-rejection.

2.3 Parental Acceptance-Rejection and Adult Attachment

According to Hazan and Shaver (1987), the attachment system manifests itself in
romantic love. They noted some similarities between romantic relationships and infant-
parent bonds, such as the need to be physically close to the other, the need to seek the other
out in times of pain, fear, or illness, and the use of the other as a safe foundation from which
to explore the outside world. Building on this perspective, a wide body of research
highlighted the influence of early childhood experiences with caregivers on adult attachment
later in life. The Attachment theory developed by Bowlby also posits that warmth and
acceptance from caregivers results in development of secure attachment style whereas
rejection leads to insecure attachment styles such as: anxious or avoidant (Bowlby, 1969).
The way people view and act in intimate relationships throughout their lives is influenced by
these attachment types, which act as internal working models.

Given above, the memories of parental acceptance-rejection are crucial not only for
emotional growth but also the relational and cognitive schemas that direct adult attachment

behaviors. The longitudinal and cross-sectional studies have provided strong evidence for
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this connection. To illustrate, Fraley et al. (2013) conducted a longitudinal study to examine
whether adult attachment has interpersonal or genetic origins. The results of the study
highlighted that adult attachment styles has a connection with the quality of child’s
caregiving environments. Another study by Gleeson and Fitzgerald (2014) investigated the
connection between young adults’ relationship satisfaction, attachment types in romantic
partnerships, and childhood experiences. The results showed a connection between
attachment type and the participants’ descriptions of their parents’ relationship with them.
Individuals with stable attachment types expressed more contentment and were more likely
to be in a romantic relationship, highlighting the influence of early experiences on romantic
relationships and attachment.

Zayas et al. (2011) longitudinal study also provide evidence of the roots of adult
attachment. The results showed that early maternal caregiving influence adult attachment
later in life. It was indicated that the quality of maternal caregiving received at 18 months
significantly predicted participants’ levels of relational discomfort and insecurity over two
decades later, at an average age of 22. Specifically, maternal control was linked to greater
avoidance in relying on peers and partners, as well as increased anxiety within romantic
relationships and maternal sensitivity to lower levels of avoidance to peers. Chopik et al.
(2014) also demonstrated the influence of early caregiving experiences on adult attachment
style. They found that the childhood experiences affect even after 20 years. Individuals who
experiences high caregiving at age 3, their avoidance decreased from age 14 to 23.

Moreover, studies have shown that early parental experiences also affect an
individual social information processing resulting in biased interpretations of social cues.

The notable evidence of this claim is evident in Rohner et al. (2012) findings that rejection
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experiences can result in later issues with social information processing because those who
are rejected are more likely to have skewed mental images that cause them to interpret
relationships as unreliable and unpredictable and to perceive hostility and rejection when it
is not intended. Similarly Ibrahim et al. (2015) also suggested that childhood experiences of
parental rejection are linked to the development of cognitive distortions, including the
propensity to personalize, to be overly alert and sensitive, and to overreact to rejection that is
real, threatened, or imagined.

The research has also extended to the emotional disorders. To demonstrate, Sirin
(2019) conducted a study connecting Parental Acceptance-Rejection and Adult Separation
Anxiety along with exploring the mediating role of adult attachment insecurity. The sample
consisted of 1534 adults. The results provided an evidence of mediating role of adult
attachment insecurity dimensions (avoidance and anxiety) in the relationship between
perceived parental acceptance-rejection and separation anxiety. Khaleque and Rohner
(2012) also reported that adult’s remembrances of childhood parental acceptance-rejection
significantly correlate with adult personality dispositions except dependence. Conversely,
feelings of being accepted are linked to favorable results such as increased self-competence
during adolescence (Ohannessian et al., 1998).
2.4 Parental Acceptance-Rejection, Self-Disclosure and Relational Wellbeing

Self-disclosure is a fundamental aspect of human interaction and plays a crucial role
in the development and maintenance of nearly all relationships (Finkenauer et al., 2018). It
is a dynamic and changing process that happens between people. Instead of taking a set
course, it changes and adjusts according to the circumstances of the connection.

Relationships and disclosure have a reciprocal effect; that is, disclosing personal information
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can change the nature of the relationship, and the condition of the relationship in turn affects
what is revealed and how frequently. Self-disclosure does not always proceed in a straight
line of increasing depth and breadth, in contrast to the linear viewpoint put out by social
penetration theory. Rather, the dynamics of the relationship both influence and are influence
by its frequency, content, and emotional significance (Willems et al., 2020).

While the direct studies on association between remembrances of parental
acceptance-rejection and self-disclosure are limited. There are several studies and theoretical
frameworks that imply a meaningful connection between these two variables. One of the
most prominent of those is IPARTheory, which emphasize that quality of early parental
experiences influence adult psychological adjustment and interpersonal outcomes
throughout life (Rohner, 2004). These interpersonal outcomes may also include self-
disclosure.

Interpersonal Process Model of Intimacy (Reis & Buhl, 2008) also highlight the
importance of parental responsiveness which is also a core component of parental
acceptance. According to this model, self-disclosure is viewed as an interpersonal process in
which self-disclosure patterns of child and the perception of parent-child relationship is
influenced by parental responsiveness. In addition to this, Suprayogi et al. (2023) study on
family functioning and self-disclosure among emerging adults of 111 college students of
West Jakarta, found positive and significant correlation between family functioning and
adult’s self-disclosure.

Adult attachment styles also shows a connection with self-distance. For instance, a
study conducted by Mikulincer and Nachshon (1991) found that people with secure

attachment style engage more in self-disclosure as compared to those who have anxious
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attachment.

Pietromonaco and Collins (2017) asserted that people have an innate desire to
belong, and they are better able to handle stress when they have close emotional ties with the
people who are most important to them. This means that in intimate relationships,
expressing feelings through verbal and non-verbal means is so essential. It fosters mutual
trust and partners grow more close and confident with each other. Existing research also
continuously demonstrates how self-disclosure can improve understanding and connection
between partners, hence fortifying love and marital ties. Self-disclosure is a major
determinant of marital intimacy (Chelune et al., 1984; Waring & Chelune, 1983).

Kurdek (1999) found that one of the things that predicts low relationship satisfaction
is a lack of emotional expression which mean that maintaining a healthy relationship
requires being conscious of, accepting, considerate of, understanding, and supportive of
one’s partner’s needs. Tiwari and Paliwal (2022) also underscored the influence of self-
disclosure on marital adjustment. This claim is also substantiated by Candel and Turliuc
(2021) which found that self-disclosure enhances intimacy and relationship satisfaction
among partners, especially when the partner responds empathetically.

According to Reis and Shaver (1988) Interpersonal Process Model of Intimacy, self-
disclosure and a partner’s capacity for empathy are two essential elements that foster
closeness. The model emphasizes that communicating one’s needs, wants, and expectations
honestly and feeling that one’s partner is receptive and understanding are important factors
in determining the quality of a relationship (Reis et al., 2004). People tend to perceive love
relationships as more intimate when they feel that their needs are both acknowledged and

cared for.
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The relevance of self-disclosure in relational dynamics emerges clearly from the
findings of the study conducted by Hinnenkamp and Owens (2024) which highlights that
individuals who faced sexual trauma and shared it with their romantic partners, they have
better relationship satisfaction. Similar to this, Waring et al. (1994) study on the influence of
therapeutic self-disclosure on perceived marital intimacy in which twenty couples
participated is also an another example. In this study, the couples took 10 weekly sessions
on self-disclosure. The results of the study showed that due to therapeutic intervention those
individual who disclosed more about themselves with their partners, their perceived marital
intimacy increased. Self-disclosure is also found to influence perceptions of partner
responsiveness (Choi & Toma, 2022).

Gable and Reis (2010) in their study reviewed studies related to sharing of positive
information about oneself with others and called it “Capitalization”. In order to explain how
sharing positive experiences (capitalization) and getting particular kinds of reactions might
affect both personal and relational outcomes, they constructed a theoretical framework and
presented a model. According to studies, when a close friend or family member responds in
an active and encouraging manner instead of one that is dismissive or passive, it helps the
person who is sharing the news as well as the connection. At the individual level,
capitalization is associated with more pleasant emotions, increased wellbeing, increased
self-esteem, and less loneliness. Relationship-wise, it promotes increased satisfaction,
connection, intimacy, commitment, trust, affection, and stability over the long run.

The qualitative study conducted by Derlega et al. (1993) on the role of self-
disclosure in close relationships is also one of the notable demonstrations of significance of

self-disclosure. The key themes discussed in their study included (a) the mutual influence of
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intimate relationships and self-disclosure, demonstrating how each influences and is
influenced by the other; (b) the effect of gender based cultural differences on how people
reveal personal information in relationships; (c) the role of vulnerability and the possible
risks of sharing private details, which result in partners managing their privacy carefully;
and (d) the advantages of sharing stressful experiences, which not only help people deal with
challenging circumstances but also provide access to social support.

Further evidence can be seen from Collins and Miller (1994) meta-analytic study
which examined the relationship between liking and self-disclosure, and found three main
effects: people tend to like those they already like more, those who disclose more are
generally liked more, and sharing personal information can make one like the person they
disclosed to more. According to the results, liking and self-disclosure are related and operate
within a dynamic interpersonal system.

2.5 Adult Attachment, Display of Affection and Relational Wellbeing

Affection is a key relational characteristic that influences the quality, satisfaction,
and emotional depth of adult romantic relationships (Girme et al., 2023). Long-term
relationships benefit from the intimacy, trust, and relational wellbeing that are fostered by
caring verbal and nonverbal actions.

Affectional displays has many forms, Gulledge et al. (2003) for instance, defined
physical affection as any touch intended to evoke feelings of love for the partner. In their
study, Gulledge et al. (2003) identified seven different forms of physical affection, including
hugging, kissing on the lips, caressing/stroking, cuddling/holding, hugging, and kissing
other parts of the face. Regan et al. (1999), on the other hand, only examined two forms of

physical affection in their study, holding hands and encircling one arm.
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Although some research has concentrated on particular loving actions, others
highlight the symbolic value of these gestures as significant relationship milestones, like a
couple’s first hug, Kiss, or verbal declaration of love are examples of milestone events that
are frequently seen as important turning points in the evolution of their relationship (Owen,
1987). Lack of affection has been one of the most common reasons for seeking marital
therapy (Doss et al., 2004). A study by Amato and Previti (2003) also reported that lack of
affection is one of the most common causes of divorce.

Numerous theoretical stances have been put up by researchers over the years,
highlighting the essential function of affection in human life. It has been proposed that
expressing and receiving affection supports our natural desire for social connection
(Baumeister & Leary, 1995), satisfies basic psychological needs (Schutz, 1958), and aids in
overcoming stress and hardship (Taylor et al., 2000). These concepts have led researchers
from a variety of fields to investigate the potential benefits of affectional conduct for mental
and physical well-being. The literature has long described affection as a basic human need
(Burgoon & Hale, 1984; Schutz, 1966). By finding a connection between expressing and
receiving affection and a number of psychological and physical advantages, recent studies
have further reinforced that assertion.

There are empirical studies in literature that have highlighted the impact of
affectionate behavior on physical health of an individual. For instance, Grewen et al. (2003)
conducted an experiment to examine whether warm partner contact is related to lower
cardiovascular reactivity. The participants in experimental group i.e. warm contact group
held hands for 10 minutes while watching a romantic film, and then they hugged their

spouse for 20 seconds. In contrast, the control group sat silently and made no touch. Those



40

who received affectionate partner contact showed lower systolic BP, diastolic BP, and heart
rate increases compared when subjected to a stressful public speaking task than those in the
no-contact group. Light et al. (2005) conducted a similar study on premenopausal women
and found that premenopausal women who reported hugging their partners more often had
higher levels of oxytocin (a bonding hormone) and lower blood pressure before any physical
contact took place. The findings of these studies implies that engaging in affectionate
behaviors, such as hugging or holding hands, can lead to measurable reductions in blood
pressure and cortisol levels, indicating a stress-buffering effect of physical affection

Moreover, it’s interesting to note that expressing affection can be more beneficial to
one’s health than just getting it. According to Hesse et al. (2021), those who consistently
express affection see more noticeable changes in their health outcomes than people who just
receive affection, highlighting the special importance of active emotional expression.

In addition to physical well-being, researchers have also accumulated a substantial
body of data over the years that affectional display has a major positive impact on social,
mental well-being (Floyd, 2019). This is evident in the findings of Debrot et al. (2013) who
reported that individuals who received more frequent touch from their spouses reported
better levels of psychological well-being, according to diary-based research findings, which
further supports the psychological advantages of affectionate touch. This implies that
physical contact not only improves emotional ties but also enhances couples’ emotional
states and mental well-being in general.

Moreover, beyond its impact on physical and mental well-being, literature provides
evidence that it also influence’s relationship dynamics of adults. Corroborating this,

Jakubiak (2022) conducted a study to examine the role of affectionate touch in satisfying
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and dissatisfying romantic relationships. The findings revealed that higher frequency of
kissing was associated with improved individual well-being, particularly in relationships
with higher satisfaction levels. When participants imagined receiving affectionate touch
from their partner, it enhances emotional well-being, such as reduced stress and increased
life satisfaction, as well as relational improvements, including stronger emotional
connection, sense of security, closeness, and overall relationship quality. These positive
expectations were evident even among those who viewed their relationships as distressed,
though they were more prominent in moderately to highly satisfying relationships.

Affectionate display is also found to increase shared positive activities such as
engaging in games and deep conversations, which improves relationships and lessens the
impact of unpleasant encounters (Jakubiak et al., 2023). In romantic relationships,
affectionate contact is essential for fostering emotional connection, trust, and intimacy. It
contributes to the general well-being of relationships by acting as a potent nonverbal gesture
of love and security (Jakubiak & Feeney, 2017).

Additionally, affectional displays are strongly linked to love which is a crucial sign
of emotional intimacy and bonding in close relationships. Empirical support for this comes
from Sorokowska et al. (2023) cross-cultural study involving 37 countries which found
significant association between affectionate touch behaviors and love. The results also
showed that affectionate touch is a reliable and significant predictor of the reported level of
love, in addition to being a consistent component of romantic relationships. Dainton et al.
(1994) also found that satisfaction with physical affection is a predictor of love, liking and
satisfaction in marriage.

Expanding on this, recent research has explored how individual differences, such as
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attachment styles, may influence affectionate display. The empirical evidence of this comes
from Debrot et al. (2021) study which investigated the influence of attachment avoidance on
the frequency of touch and wellbeing. It was found that people who has attachment
avoidance they have lower wellbeing and also less frequently engage in touch behaviors.
Furthermore, the association between attachment avoidance and wellbeing is mediated by
less frequent touch. A study by Dillow et al. (2014) also highlighted the importance of adult
attachment in affection, suggesting that close attachment is directly associated with
affectionate expression, whereas, love mediate the relationship between preoccupied and
dismissive attachment style and affectionate expression.

Other studies that have addressed this topic, mainly focused on cultural differences
in how affection is expressed, comparing same-sex and heterosexual couples, and comparing
interracial and same-race relationships (Dibiase & Gunoe, 2004; Miller, 2013; Regan et al.,
1999; Vaquera & Kao, 2005).

The research has consistently showed the benefits of affection for heath,
psychological wellbeing and relational wellbeing. It is also reported that those who are more
affectionate are happier (Floyd et al., 2005), more emotionally stable (Davies et al., 2004),
and less likely to experience stress, depression, and loneliness (Downs & Javidi, 1990;
Floyd, 2002) whereas, those who believe they are not getting the amount of affection they
require known as affection deprivation, tend to suffer from more psychological issues, such
as despair and loneliness. Furthermore, important relational elements like emotional
intimacy and satisfaction are adversely correlated with this deprivation (Floyd, 2014; Hesse
& Mikkelson, 2017). Therefore, we can say that one of the things that may increase

emotional and relationship stress is a lack of affectionate exchange. Hesse and Tian (2020)
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also highlighted that affection deprivation is negatively related to marital quality. Another
study by Gulledge et al. (2003) which examine the attitude and preferences of college
students regarding romantic physical affection and relationship satisfaction required the
participants to provide information about the frequency of physical affection types they
engage in over the period of one week. The types included; backrubs/massages,
caressing/stroking, cuddling/holding, holding hands, hugging, kissing on the lips, and
kissing on the face (not lips). It was reported that with the exception of holding hands and
caressing/stroking, which did not significantly correlate with relationship or partner
satisfaction, the majority of physical affection (PA) acts was favorably correlated with these
factors. Additionally, it was found that greater loving behaviors, including hugging, kissing
on the lips, and cuddling/holding, made conflict resolution simpler, even when the frequency
of conflict was unaffected by the amount of physical affection.
2.6 Physical Attractiveness and Relational Wellbeing

The evolutionary and societal perspectives have long acknowledged physical
attractiveness (facial symmetry, averageness, etc.) as an important and desirable
characteristic in a potential mate (Buss & Schmitt, 1993). Rusbult (1980) also proposed that
three factors i.e. strong prior relationship investment, quality of alternative mates, and high
relationship satisfaction, predict commitment. A partner’s physical attractiveness is closely
linked to how socially desirable they are perceived to be (Lamy, 2020). It have a big role in
determining allure (Abdallah et al., 2020). Men tend to overestimate women’s physical
attractiveness when asked about their ideal love partner, whereas women tend to
overestimate men’s income potential (Buss, 1989; Eastwick & Finkel, 2008). However,

despite this gender-based distinction, both men and women favor handsome spouses over
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unattractive ones.

An adaptationist perspective, also holds that people are drawn to physically attractive
or appealing traits in potential spouses because of the potential benefits for future survival
and reproduction (Gangestad & Scheyd, 2005). However, beyond initial attraction, physical
attractiveness also affects partner satisfaction and emotional intimacy in long-term
relationships. The evidence for this comes from Meltzer et al. (2014) study which reported
that wives’ satisfaction was not much impacted by their husbands’ physical attractiveness,
whereas husbands with more physically attractive wives reported higher marital satisfaction
over a four-year period. Similar to this, Walter et al. (2020) also highlighted that men value
physical attractiveness more as compared to women. However, contrary to these findings, a
study conducted on 350 Egyptian females indicated substantial relationship between male
physical appearance and wives’ marital satisfaction, highlighting the importance of
perceived physical attractiveness for women too, in marital dynamics.

Adding depth to this discussion, there are also studies that have explored how
individuals’ perceptions, rather than objective attractiveness play a significant role in
affecting relationship satisfaction. For instance, Barelds and Dijkstra (2009) in their study
looked at the presence of positive illusions about the physical attractiveness of partner and
its association with relationship quality. The results of the study revealed that individuals do
have positive illusions about the physical attractiveness of their partner and this affect their
relationship quality. Moreover, in addition to marital satisfaction, having a physically
appealing partner might result in material advantages. As demonstrated by Salkicevic et al.
(2014) an attractive spouse receives more costly presents and comments from both men and

women.
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Furthermore, a person’s sexual self-esteem and body image perceptions also have a
significant impact on the quality of their marriage. Research evidence comes from Naveed
and Anjum (2024) whose findings revealed that marital satisfaction was negatively
connected with body image issues, while sexual esteem was a positive mediator,
highlighting the importance of one’s own self-perception in the quality of a relationship.
Parallel to this, Meltzer & McNulty (2010) in their study regarding body image and marital
satisfaction found that wives’ opinions of their sexual attractiveness were positively
correlated with their own and their husbands’ marital satisfaction. Further, this relationship
is mediated by increased sexual frequency and satisfaction.

2.7 Research in Pakistani Context

Parental behaviors’ effects on adult relational outcomes are significantly shaped by
cultural context. In collectivist societies like Pakistan, family is the primary unit where
interdependence, respect to elders, and emotional restraint are frequently valued (Hofstede,
2001). Collectivist cultures may see parental control or emotional reserve as care or
protection rather than as rejection, in contrast to individualistic cultures that value autonomy
and unrestricted emotional expression (Dwairy, 2004).

Various studies have explored the implications of parental acceptance-rejection in
Pakistani culture. For instance, Sajid and Shah (2021) explores the relationship between
adolescents’ perceptions of parental rejection and their psychological adjustment within the
cultural context of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. They discovered that adolescents who experienced
parental rejection as children may be psychologically maladjusted, specifically characterized
by emotional instability and hostility/aggression. Abbas et al. (2022) reported significant

relationship between parental acceptance-rejection and confidence level in university
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students of Quetta. Another study conducted by Ansari and Qureshi (2013) involving 150
adolescents with equal male and female representation found that parentally accepted
adolescents have positive self-esteem while parental rejection correlate with negative self-
esteem. The relationship between parental acceptance-rejection and Self-esteem is also
evident in Khan et al. (2011) study, whose findings revealed that parental acceptance-
rejection positively predicted self-esteem and life satisfaction. Additionally, Hafeez and
Habib (2023), highlighted that adolescents, especially girls, who felt more accepted by their
fathers exhibited stronger emotional intelligence. In a similar study, Hafeez et al. (2024),
found that emotional intelligence was significantly predicted by maternal acceptance.

Building on these findings, it’s important to think about how early parental
experiences could influence adult relationships, especially marriage. Further, understanding
the relationship between parental acceptance-rejection and marital satisfaction is crucial in
societies like Pakistan, where family dynamics have a significant influence on social roles
and emotional expression. Khaleque et al. (2018) investigated the relationship between
Pakistani adults’ recollections of their parents’ acceptance-rejection during their early years
and their psychological adjustment as adults, particularly their fear of intimacy. The results
highlighted that people who felt rejected by their parents had higher degrees of
psychological maladjustment and fear of intimacy, which may indicate that early parental
experiences have an effect on adult’s relational dynamics.

The role of adult attachment in the context of childhood experiences is also
established. In the context of Pakistani society the supporting evidence is provided by many
studies. One such study is of Shahzad et al. (2024) on impact of childhood trauma on

attachment styles and marital satisfaction. The results indicated a significant positive link
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between anxious attachment and experiences of childhood trauma, along with a negative
relationship with marital satisfaction, whereas, close attachment style was negatively linked
with both marital satisfaction and childhood trauma. Another study by Shafique et al. (2024)
underscore the mediating role of attachment patterns in translating early parental

experiences into adult relational functioning. The findings suggested that anxious attachment
was positively related to loneliness in married Pakistani women, whereas avoidant and
secure attachment styles were negatively associated.

In addition to early parental experiences and attachment styles, important
interpersonal elements including self-disclosure, affectional gestures, and perceived physical
attractiveness also influence relational dynamics. In romantic relationships, these qualities
are essential for promoting closeness, satisfaction, and emotional ties. Findings from
contemporary research also underscore the importance of relational attributes. For example;
co-rumination was found to be positively correlated with marital satisfaction for both
Pakistani married men and women (Rehman, 2021). These findings imply that open and
regular sharing between spouses can improve relationship satisfaction because co-
rumination entails vast shared self-disclosure, especially regarding issues and emotional
experiences. Another study exploring self-disclosure and its flexibility to personal growth
among young adults in Pakistan found that self-disclosure flexibility is positively associated
with personal growth (Khalid et al., 2022). While not directly focused on marital
satisfaction, this study highlights the importance of context-appropriate self-disclosure in
relationships.

Another important relationship attribute that contributes to relationship satisfaction is

the display of affection. The foundation of a strong marriage is affectionate behavior, which
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promotes emotional intimacy and understanding between spouses. Even in culturally
conservative nations like Pakistan, showing love, care, and support for one another is
essential for preserving the marriage and improving relationship satisfaction. Nevertheless,
there is still a dearth of empirical study on loving behaviors in Pakistani marriage dynamics.
The “Couple Bond” relationship standard, which encompasses warmth, love, and supporting
conduct, was found to be a robust predictor of marital happiness by Ayub et al. (2022), one
of the few studies that are currently available. This demonstrates how important but little
understood affection is to maintaining fulfilling close relationships in Pakistan.

Similar to display of affection, the literature with regard to perceived physical
attractiveness of spouse is also limited. However, studies that are available, shed light on
how relationship dynamics may be impacted by perceptions about a partner’s physical
appearance. Sarir et al. (2018), for instance, explored the preferences of educated women in
Khyber Pakhtunkhwa when choosing a partner. The results revealed that while physical
attributes such as being well-dressed, tall, and fair-skinned were considered desirable,
factors like economic stability and intelligence were prioritized more highly in partner
selection. This indicates that while physical attractiveness is valued, it may not be the
primary determinant in marital satisfaction. A study by Shaheen and Batool (2019) which
examined the relationship between perceived physical attractiveness and sexual esteem
among Pakistani adults reported that individuals who perceived their partners as physically
attractive reported higher levels of sexual esteem, which is closely linked to overall
relationship satisfaction.

These studies show that although spouse’s physical attractiveness plays a role in

marital satisfaction, other elements like mutual respect, emotional connection, and financial
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security are frequently intertwined with it. Further investigation is required to fully
comprehend how spouse physical attractiveness affects marital satisfaction in Pakistani
population.

Given above, Parental acceptance-rejection, adult attachment, self-disclosure, display
of affection, and physical attractiveness are all important factors that influence marriage and
relational wellbeing. Although considerable research has been done on these aspects in the
context of Pakistani culture, there is still a dearth of information, especially when it comes to
physical attractiveness and affectionate actions. This disparity highlights the need for more
empirical study to understand how parental acceptance-rejection shapes relational attributes
And ultimately, impacts marriage outcomes in Pakistan’s unique sociocultural setting.

2.8 Theoretical Framework

The current study is theoretically based on the parental acceptance-rejection theory
(PARTheory) and attachment theory, which provide a thorough understanding of how early
parental experiences influence adult relational functioning and relational wellbeing.

2.8.1 Parental Acceptance-Rejection Theory

Rohner’s (2004) Parental Acceptance-Rejection Theory (PARTheory) postulates that
a person’s emotional, behavioral, and social development throughout their life is greatly
influenced by their perceptions of their parents’ acceptance (such as warmth, affection, and
care) or rejection (such as coldness, hostility, and neglect) during childhood. The theory
highlights that children who perceive parental rejection are more likely to experience low
self-esteem, emotional instability, and difficulties in forming healthy interpersonal
relationships as adults (Rohner et al., 2012) thereby influencing adults’ relational wellbeing

in intimate relationships.
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2.8.2 Attachment Theory

According to attachment theory (Bowlby, 1969, 1973, 1988), children’s early
experiences with their parents may influence their capacity to form close and affectionate
bonds with others. The early experiences result in the formation of internal working models,
or mental images of oneself and other people, which influence expectations and actions in
intimate relationships for the rest of one’s life. Extending on the Bowlby’s work Hazan and
Shaver (1987) conceptualized romantic love as an attachment process. Hazen and Shaver
postulated that the attachment style formed in childhood persists in to adult romantic
relationships. Those individuals who developed secure attachment are more likely to
develop affectionate, trusting bonds with their partners, whereas those individuals who
developed insecure and anxious attachment, they may struggle with emotional closeness and
affectionate expression in romantic relationships.
2.8.3 Mediating and Moderating Role of Variables

In addition to these two core theories, the inclusion of mediating variables like Self-
disclosure, display of affection and physical attractiveness as a moderator is also guided in
view of the existing literature and theoretical frameworks. The role of self-disclosure is
supported by interpersonal theories such as, Social Penetration Theory (Altman & Taylor,
1973), which explains how individual relationships become more intimate as self-disclosure
increases. Similarly, display of affection can be seen from the lens of Affection Exchange
Theory (Floyd, 2006), which posits that affectionate behaviors enhance relational bonds.

Furthermore, while Equity Theory (Walster et al., 1978) do not specifically address
physical attractiveness but it can offer a useful framework for understanding that how

perception of imbalance in valued characteristics, such as spouse attractiveness can



influence relational behaviors or outcomes.
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CHAPTER 3
METHOD

This study tested a comprehensive model to understand how the remembrance of
parental acceptance-rejection influences relational wellbeing in adulthood, with adult
attachment styles, self-disclosure, and display of affection examined as sequential mediators.
Physical attractiveness is assessed as a moderating factor within this relational pathway
among married individuals. Data was collected through Urdu translated, self-rated,
standardized instruments including Parental Acceptance- Rejection Questionnaire- Short
Form (Rohner, 2005) translated by Malik and Butt (2012), Revised Adult Attachment Scale
(Collins, 1996), Self-disclosure Index (Miller et al., 1983), Public & Private Romantic
Display of Affection Scale (Kocur et al, 2022) subscales Public Displays of Affection and
Private Displays of Affection, Interpersonal Attraction Scale (McCroskey & McCain, 1974)
subscale Physical Attraction, and Relationship Assessment Scale (Hendrick,1988). This
section primarily outlines the study’s design, psychometric properties of the measures,
sampling technique, data collection procedure, and lastly, the statistical techniques employed
to evaluate the proposed model.
3.1 Research Design

The present study employed a cross-sectional, correlational research design to
examine the association between remembrance of parental acceptance-rejection and relational
wellbeing among married adults along with the mediating role of relationship attributes
namely adult attachment, self-disclosure and display of affection, and moderating role of
physical attractiveness. The study was carried out in two phases: a pilot study and a main

study by utilizing Urdu-translated versions of the following standardized instruments: the
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Adult Parental Acceptance-Rejection Questionnaire- Short Form (Urdu version), Revised
Adult Attachment Scale, Self-Disclosure Index, Public & Private Romantic Display of
Affection Scale subscales Public and Private Display of Affection, Interpersonal Attraction
Scale subscale Physical Attraction, and Relationship Assessment Scale. The pilot phase was
sought to evaluate language clarity and cultural relevance of the translated versions of the
scales. After that, the main study was conducted to examine the hypothesized relationships
among remembrance of parental acceptance-rejection, adult attachment styles, relationship
attributes, and relational wellbeing among married individuals.
3.2 Phase I - Pilot Study
3.2.1 Objectives

The objectives of the pilot study are as under:

1. To assess the linguistic clarity of the Urdu-translated versions of study instruments in
order to ensure that items are easily understandable by the target population.

2. To assess the cultural relevance and appropriateness of the translated versions of
instruments in the context of Pakistani married adults, by identifying any culturally
sensitive or ambiguous content.

3. To assess the translated study instruments internal consistency reliability (such as
Cronbach’s alpha) in order to make sure that the measures have appropriate
psychometric properties.

4. To identify and address any logistical or procedural issues related to data collection,
such as item formatting, participant instructions, or response patterns.

5. To make necessary revisions and refinements to the instruments and methodology

before proceeding to the main study for hypothesis testing.
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3.2.2 Step | - Translation of Study Measures

In this phase, the adapted study instruments namely, Revised Adult Attachment Scale,
Self-disclosure Index, Public and Private Romantic Display of Affection Scale, Interpersonal
Attraction Scale and Relationship Assessment Scale were translated in to the Urdu language
following Brislin’s (1976) forward and back translation model to ensure linguistic and
conceptual equivalence. Firstly, a committee consisting of three Urdu linguistics experts, one
English language specialist, and one psychologist with a PhD translated the original
instruments into Urdu while maintaining the items’ core meaning. In the second stage, a panel
comprising the principal investigator, the research supervisor, and two psychology subject-
matter experts critically examined and assessed the translated versions for clarity,
applicability, and cultural fit. Lastly, in the back-translation stage, a group of three PhD-level
English language specialists, one Urdu language specialist, and one psychology expert
translated the Urdu versions back into English. The translated version was then compared
with the original English version to identify discrepancies. After making the necessary
changes, the supervisor and two subject matter experts double-checked the final Urdu
versions to make sure they were accurate and consistent. The pilot research then evaluated
these translated instruments to assess their suitability for the target population.
3.2.3 Step Il - Pilot Testing of Study Measures

In this stage, the primary goal was to assess whether translated Urdu versions of the
adapted instruments were culturally appropriate, easily understandable, and suitable for use in
the main study. All scales namely parental acceptance-rejection questionnaire, revised adult
attachment scale, self-disclosure index, public and private romantic display of affection scale,

Interpersonal attraction scale, and relationship assessment scale were administered to a small
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sample of married individuals. The pilot study aimed to evaluate the psychometric soundness,
practical feasibility, clarity, and overall effectiveness of the instrument within the context of
the Pakistani population. This step was essential to ensure the reliability and validity of the
measures before proceeding to the main data collection phase.
3.3 Sample
The pilot study sample consisted of 100 married individuals aged between 22 to 45
years, comprising of 59% males and 41% females. The age criterion for participation was
20-45 years but actual sample age ranged from 22-45 years. Participants were recruited from
Islamabad and Rawalpindi.
Inclusion/Exclusion criteria
The inclusion/exclusion criteria is as following:
1. Aged between 20 to 45 years old
2. Have at least Matriculation level of education.
3. Currently living with their spouse
4. Have been married for a minimum of one year.
5. In their first marriage
3.4 Measures
The Urdu translated version of the following adapted instruments were utilized in the
study (a comprehensive detail of these measures are provided in the main study):
1. Adult Parental Acceptance-Rejection Questionnaire- Short Form (PARQ) (Rohner,
2005),
2. Revised Adult Attachment Scale (Collins, 1996),

3. Self-Disclosure Index (Miller et al., 1983),
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4. Public & Private Romantic Display of Affection Scale (Kocur et al., 2022),

5. Interpersonal Attraction Scale (McCroskey & McCain, 1974),

6. Relationship Assessment Scale (Hendrick, 1988).
3.5 Procedure

The data collection method was self-administered. In the field, data were collected
from community settings such as residential areas, educational institutions, and workplaces
across Islamabad and Rawalpindi, after obtaining permission from relevant authorities where
needed. The purpose of the study was clearly explained to the participants before providing
the questionnaire. Informed consent was also sought from each respondent. They were
provided assurance that their responses will be kept confidential and the data will only be
used for educational purpose. Participants were instructed as follows: “The following
statements relate to your experiences, perceptions, and relationship dynamics. Please read
each item carefully and respond honestly by selecting the option that best reflects your
experience.” Each item represented a specific dimension of parental acceptance-rejection,
attachment, or relational wellbeing. The data collected was then analyzed using SPSS version
26.
3.6 Results of Pilot Testing
Descriptive statistics, including frequencies, percentage and standard deviations, were

computed for variables in order to obtain a general overview of the data and response
patterns. The internal consistency of each scale and its subscales was evaluated using
reliability analysis, which included Cronbach’s alpha. Additionally, a Pearson correlation
analysis was performed to investigate the connections between the main research variables.

The results are as follows:
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Demographic Characteristics of Pilot Sample (N= 100)
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Variables Category f (%) Mean (SD)
Gender Male 59 (59.0)
Female 41 (41.0)
Age 22-29 28 (28.0) 32.04 (5.02)
30-45 72 (72.0)
Education Some College or Associate 13 (13.0)
Degree
Bachelor’s Degree 42 (42.0)
Master’s Degree 39 (39.0)
Doctoral Degree 6 (6.0)
Working Status Employed 75 (75.0)
(Respondent) Unemployed 6 (6.0)
Homemaker 19 (19.0)
Working Status Employed 61 (61.0)
(Spouse) Unemployed 14 (14.0)
Homemaker 25 (25.0)
Length of Marriage 5.39 (4.69)
Type of Marriage Arrange 72 (72.0)
Love 28 (28.0)
Age at Marriage 28.54 (3.32)
(Respondent)
Age at Marriage (Spouse) 27.95 (4.60)
Marital I1ssues Communication Issues 24 (24.0)
Financial Issues 35 (35.0)
Parenting Conflicts 19 (19.0)
Your Family Elders 16 (16.0)
Interference
Intimacy Issues 15 (15.0)
In-laws Interference 15 (15.0)
Lack of Mental Compatibility 23 (23.0)
Work Life Balance Struggles 24 (24.0)
Interpersonal Conflicts 23 (23.0)

None

22 (22.0)



Number of Children

Familial Structure

Socio-economic Status

None

One

Two

Three or More

Nuclear
Joint

Lower-Middle Class
Middle Class
Upper Middle Class

16 (16.0)
31 (31.0)
33 (33.0)
20 (20.0)

55 (55.0)
45 (45.0)

25 (25.0)
53 (53.0)
22 (22.0)
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Table 3.1 presents the demographic characteristics of the pilot sample (N = 100). The

sample comprised of 59% males and 41% females. Among those 28% of the participants were

aged between 22 to 29 years while 72% were between 30 to 45 years. In terms of education,

13% had some college or an associate degree, 42% held a bachelor’s degree, 39% a master’s,

and 6% had a doctoral degree.

The table also illustrates the working status of respondent and their spouse, type of
marriage, length of marriage, age at the time of marriage of both respondent and spouse,

marital issues that the respondent experiences, number of children, familial structure and

socioeconomic status.
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No. of Range
Scales Items a M SD Actual Potential Skewness  Kurtosis
PARQ (Father Version) 24
Parental Warmth 8 94 23.78 7.32 8-32 8-32 -.64 -.96
Hostility/Aggression 6 .78 10.89 4.15 6-23 6-24 .89 -.02
Indifference/Neglect 6 .89 12.51 5.68 6-24 6-24 53 -1.03
Undifferentiated Rejection 4 81 7.73 3.41 4-16 4-16 74 -71
PARQ (Mother Version) 24
Parental Warmth 8 94 26.03 6.75 8-32 8-32 -1.28 72
Hostility/Aggression 6 81 11.13 4.47 6-22 6-24 74 -.53
Indifference/Neglect 6 .88 11.03 5.16 6-22 6-24 .78 -.78
Undifferentiated Rejection 4 .86 7.05 3.36 4-16 4-16 1.07 13
Revised Adult Attachment Scale 18
Close 6 .86 21.30 6.65 8-30 6-30 -.62 -.76
Depend 6 .85 20.51 6.70 6-30 6-30 -.64 -.35
Anxiety 6 94 14.18 7.91 6-30 6-30 .67 -.94
Self-Disclosure Index 10 .97 24.48 12.57 2-40 0-40 -.38 -1.34
Public and Private Romantic Display 10 .92 30.14 9.92 11-47 10-25 .05 -.93
of Affection Scale
Interpersonal Attraction Scale
Physical Attraction 6 .69 24.26 3.69 15-30 6-30 -44 -.33
Relationship Assessment Scale 7 .95 25.15 8.23 7-35 7-35 -12 -.61

Note. PARQ = Parental Acceptance Rejection Questionnaire.
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Table 3.2 demonstrates the descriptive statistics and reliability of the Urdu
translated scales used in the pilot study. It illustrates the descriptive statistics, reliability
coefficients, and normality assessments of the scales. The internal consistency of the scales
ranged from .69 to .97, which indicate that the scales are reliable for target population.

The skewness and kurtosis values for all scales also fall within the acceptable range
of -2 to +2, supporting the assumption of normality in the data distribution. These findings
confirm that the translated and adapted scales demonstrate satisfactory psychometric
properties and are suitable for use in the main study.

Table 3.3

Item-Total Correlation for Father Warmth Domain of PARQ (Father Version) (N=100)

Items M SD Item total Correlation
PARQ _F1 3.06 1.14 87**
PARQ_F3 2.83 1.04 8%
PARQ_F9 2.78 1.12 8%
PARQ_F12 2.98 1.11 85**
PARQ_F17 2.95 1.06 87**
PARQ_F19 2.98 1.09 .86**
PARQ_F22 3.02 1.16 87**
PARQ_F24 3.18 0.95 .89**
**p<0.01

Table 3.3 presents the item-total correlation of father warmth dimension of PARQ

(Father Version). The result shows that all items of the father warmth domain of PARQ
had strong and significant item-total correlations ranging from .78 to .89 (p < .01). Since

all the item exceeded acceptable threshold of .30 no item was deleted.
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Item-Total Correlation for Hostility/Aggression Domain of PARQ (Father Version)

(N=100)
Items M SD Item total Correlation
PARQ_F4 1.73 .96 .69**
PARQF_F6 1.74 .90 .69**
PARQF_F10 1.67 .95 J9**
PARQF_F14 1.58 .88 A4F*
PARQF_F18 2.26 1.20 58**
PARQF_F20 1.91 1.07 2%

**p<0.01

Table 3.4 presents the item-total correlation of hostility/aggression subscale of

PARQ (Father Version). The result shows that all items of the hostility/aggression subscale

had strong and significant item-total correlations ranging from .58 to .79 (p < .01). All the

item of this subscale exceeded acceptable threshold of .30 therefore, all items were

retained for further analysis.

Table 3.5

Item-Total Correlation for Indifference/Neglect Domain of PARQ (Father Version)

(N=100)
Items M SD Item total Correlation
PARQ F2 2.01 1.13 84**
PARQ F7 1.97 1.10 85%*
PARQ F11 1.95 1.17 87**
PARQ F13 2.20 1.21 4%
PARQ F15 2.30 1.23 79%*
PARQ F23 2.08 1.21 86%*

**p<0.01
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Table 3.5 presents the item-total correlation of indifference/neglect dimension of

PARQ (Father Version). The result shows that all items of the indifference/neglect domain

had strong and significant item-total correlations ranging from .64 to .87 (p < .01). As all

the items showed high item-total correlations of above .30, therefore, none of the items

were deleted.

Table 3.6

Item-Total Correlation for Undifferentiated Rejection Domain of PARQ (Father Version)

(N=100)
Items M SD Item total Correlation
PARQ_F5 1.86 1.05 78**
PARQ F8 1.69 1.03 88**
PARQ_F16 2.34 1.11 A4F*
PARQ F21 1.84 1.07 82%*
**p<0.01

Table 3.6 presents the item-total correlation of undifferentiated rejection dimension

of PARQ (Father Version). The result shows that all items of the undifferentiated rejection

domain had strong and significant item-total correlations ranging from .74 to .88 (p <.01).

Given these high total item correlations of above .30, none of the items were marked for

deletion.
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Items M SD Item total Correlation
PARQ M1 3.34 93 86**
PARQ_M3 3.13 97 75%*
PARQ_M9 3.15 1.11 84**
PARQ_M12 3.25 1.06 T1**
PARQ _M17 3.15 1.04 88**
PARQ_M19 3.20 1.07 86**
PARQ_M22 3.42 95 9%
PARQ M24 3.39 93 90**
**p<0.01

Table 3.7 illustrates the item-total correlation of warmth dimension of PARQ

(Mother Version). The result shows that all items of the warmth domain had significant

item-total correlations ranging from .71 to .92 (p < .01). As all the items in this domain has

acceptable item-total correlations, none of the item was deleted.

Table 3.8

Item-Total Correlation for Hostility/Aggression Domain of PARQ (Mother Version)

(N=100)
Items M SD Item total Correlation
PARQ_M4 1.82 1.03 A1
PARQ_MG6 1.81 .98 A5
PARQ_M10 1.73 .97 ATF*
PARQ_M14 1.65 .96 8%
PARQ_M18 2.27 1.20 49**
PARQ_M20 1.85 1.12 83**

**p<0.01
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Table 3.8 presents the item-total correlation of hostility/aggression dimension of
PARQ (Mother Version). The result revealed that all items had strong and significant item-
total correlations ranging from .49 to .83 (p <.01). As all items met the acceptable

standard for item-total correlation, no deletions were necessary.

Table 3.9

Item-Total Correlation for Indifference/Neglect Domain of PARQ (Mother Version)

(N=100)
Items M SD Item total Correlation
PARQ M2 1.80 1.08 82%*
PARQ M7 1.90 1.14 83**
PARQ_M11 1.67 .98 83**
PARQ_M13 1.84 1.20 62**
PARQ_M15 1.89 1.08 9%
PARQ_M23 1.93 1.16 85**
**p<0.01

Table 3.9 illustrates the item-total correlation of indifference/neglect dimension of
PARQ (Mother Version). The item-total correlation of this dimension ranged from .62 to
.85 (p < .01) which is above than the minimum threshold, indicating that no deletions were

required.
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Item-Total Correlation for Undifferentiated Rejection Domain of PARQ (Mother Version)

(N=100)
Items M SD Item total Correlation
PARQ_M5 1.79 97 84x*
PARQ_M8 1.54 .89 84x*
PARQ_M16 2.04 1.10 80**
PARQ_M21 1.68 1.04 87**
**p<0.01

Table 3.10 illustrates the item-total correlation of undifferentiated rejection

dimension of PARQ (Mother Version). All items in this dimension showed strong and

significant item-total correlations ranging from .80 to .87 (p < .01), which supported the

retention of all items for the main study.

Table 3.11

Item-Total Correlation for Close Domain of Revised Adult Attachment Scale (N=100)

Items M SD Item total Correlation
AAS 1 341 1.46 .85**
AAS 6 3.54 1.49 81**
AAS 8 3.80 1.48 84**
AAS 12 3.62 1.47 84**
AAS 13 3.70 1.48 A2%*
AAS 17 3.23 1.33 49**

**p<0.01
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Table 3.11 presents the item-total correlation of close dimension of Revised Adult
Attachment Scale. All items in this dimension have strong and significant item-total
correlations ranging from .49 to .85 (p < .01), which provide evidence for the inclusion of
all items for the next phase of analysis.

Table 3.12

Item-Total Correlation for Depend Domain of Revised Adult Attachment Scale (N=100)

Items M SD Item total Correlation
AAS 2 3.25 1.28 6%
AAS 5 3.25 1.55 70%*
AAS 7 3.63 1.45 82%*
AAS_14 3.60 1.50 A2F*
AAS_16 3.49 1.53 .83**
AAS_18 3.29 1.56 1R
**p<0.01

Table 3.12 presents the item-total correlation of depend dimension of Revised
Adult Attachment Scale. The items of this dimension revealed item-total correlations
ranging from .70 to .83 (p < .01) which is significant and highlights the unnecessity of

deleting any item.
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Items M SD Item total Correlation
AAS_3 2.24 1.38 87**
AAS 4 241 1.44 18**
AAS 9 2.34 1.60 90**
AAS_10 242 1.56 92%*
AAS 11 2.44 1.51 87**
AAS_15 2.33 1.54 92%*
**p<0.01

Table 3.13 presents the item-total correlation of anxiety dimension of Revised

Adult Attachment Scale. Significant item-total correlations, ranging from .78 to .92

(p < .01), were observed for all items in this dimension therefore, all of the items were kept

for the main study since they all satisfied the .3 minimal threshold.

Table 3.14

Item-Total Correlation for Self-disclosure Index (N=100)

Items M SD Item total Correlation
SDI_1 2.64 1.33 .86**
SDI 2 2.19 1.44 81**
SDI_3 243 1.33 .86**
SDI_4 2.53 1.53 93**
SDI_5 2.50 1.43 90**
SDI_6 2.77 1.33 84**
SDI_7 2.39 1.42 91**
SDI_8 2.35 1.46 92%*
SDI_9 2.63 141 .88**
SDI_10 2.05 1.65 .86**

**p<0.01



Table 3.14 showcases the item-total correlation of Self-disclosure Index. No item

on this scale was needed to be deleted because all of the items had strong and significant

item-total correlations, ranging from .81 to .93 (p <.01).

Table 3.15

Item-Total Correlation for Public and Private Romantic Display of Affection Scale
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(N=100)
Items M SD Item total Correlation
PRDA 1 3.25 1.48 .83**
PUDA_2 2.62 1.26 1R
PRDA 3 3.68 1.25 9%
PUDA_4 2.90 1.34 .80**
PRDA_5 3.48 1.31 85**
PUDA_6 2.76 1.31 84**
PRDA 7 3.24 1.30 18**
PUDA_8 2.01 1.14 .65**
PRDA_9 3.64 1.38 2%
PUDA_10 2.56 1.28 .62**

**p<0.01

Table 3.15 presents the item-total correlation of Public and Private Romantic

Display of Affection Scale. Strong and significant item-total correlations, ranging from .62

to .85 (p < .01), were found for every item on this scale, indicating no need to remove any

of the item.
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Item-Total Correlation for Physical Attraction Subscale of Interpersonal Attraction Scale

(N=100)

Items M SD Item total Correlation

PA_1 4.04 .85 6%

PA_2 4.44 .85 59**

PA_3 3.80 94 .64**

PA_4 3.79 91 .68**

PA_5 4.00 1.24 A48**

PA_6 4.19 1.05 0%
**p<0.01

Table 3.16 presents the item-total correlation of physical attraction subscale of

Interpersonal Attraction Scale. The item-total correlations of this subscale ranged from .48

to .76 (p < .01). As all items surpassed the minimum criterion of .30, each item was

retained for subsequent analysis.

Table 3.17

Item-Total Correlation for Relationship Assessment Scale (N=100)

Items M SD Item total Correlation
RAS 1 3.45 1.23 87**
RAS 2 3.63 1.28 947%*
RAS_3 3.63 1.26 92%*
RAS 4 3.68 1.50 87**
RAS 5 3.35 1.39 .89**
RAS 6 3.99 1.24 83**
RAS 7 3.42 1.39 .89**

**p<0.01



Table 3.17 presents the inter-total correlation of Relationship Assessment Scale.
The item-total correlations for every item on this scale ranged from .83 to .94 (p <.01),
which exceeded the minimum threshold of .3 therefore, all the items were retained for

main study.
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Correlation Matrix of Study Variables (N=100)
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No. Scales 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
Parental Acceptance-Rejection
1. Father Warmth - -78**  B8**  -46%*  49**  20* -45** 50**  30** .05  .52**
2. Father Rejection - -50**  B1** -53** -25%  49** _G7** _37**  _20* -56%*
3. Mother Warmth - -76%*  21*  27**  -18 24* 14 02 .28**
4, Mother Rejection - -30*%*  -20%*%  28**  _36** -22*%* -16 -41**
Adult Attachment
5. Close - 28**  -82**  82**  hB8**  36** .90**
6. Depend - -30%*  22* 20 .20*  .38**
7. Anxiety - -60** -33** .22 -87**
8. Self-disclosure - JO*F* 41*F* TTR*
9. Display of Affection - 37*F* 49%*
10  Physical Attractiveness - 32**
11  Relational Wellbeing -
Mean 23.78 3113 26.03 2921 2130 2051 1418 2448 30.14 2426 25.15
SD 732 11.73 6.75 11.36 6.65 6.70 791 1257 992 369 823

**p<0.01, *p<0.05
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Table 3.18 demonstrates the correlation matrix of study variables of pilot sample. It
reveals that parental warmth (both father and mother) is positively associated with close
and depend adult attachment, self-disclosure, display of affection, and relational wellbeing,
while parental rejection shows negative correlations with these variables and is positively
associated with attachment anxiety. This highlights the importance of early parental
interactions in development of attachment styles and in adult relationship behaviors.

Furthermore, close and depend adult attachment are negatively associated with
attachment anxiety and positively correlated with each other and with self-disclosure,
display of affection, physical attractiveness and relational wellbeing. In contrast to close
and depend adult attachment, attachment anxiety is negatively associated with relational
wellbeing and relational attributes. Relational attributes like self-disclosure and display of
affection are positively linked with each other and with relational wellbeing, indicating
their importance in adult marital relationships.

3.7 Phase Il - Main Study

Prior to conducting the main study, a pilot study was carried out with a sample of
100 participants to evaluate the Urdu translated instruments reliability, cultural relevance,
and clarity. The pilot results demonstrated that all measures had acceptable to high internal
consistency, implying that they could be used in the full-scale study. Following that
results, the main study was conducted to thoroughly examine the hypothesized
relationships among the study variables.

3.7.1 Objectives
The objectives of this study are as under:

1. To examine the association between remembrance of parental acceptance-
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rejection and relational wellbeing among married adults
2. To explore the mediating role of relationship attributes (adult attachment, self-
disclosure and display of affection) in the relationship between remembrance of
parental acceptance-rejection and relational wellbeing among married adults
3. To explore the moderating role of physical attractiveness in the relationship
between display of affection and relational wellbeing among married adults
4. To examine group differences in the study variables with respect to
demographic (age, gender, education, socioeconomic status) and marital
variables (type of marriage, duration, age at the time of marriage, issues,
familial structure, working status and number of children, etc.)
3.7.2 Hypotheses
In light of the current literature and research objectives, the following hypotheses
are formulated:
H1: There will be a significant relationship between remembrance of parental acceptance-
rejection and relational wellbeing among married adults.
la. There will be a positive relationship between remembrance of parental warmth
and relational wellbeing among married adults.
1b. There will be a negative relationship between remembrance of parental
rejection and relational wellbeing among married adults.
H2: There will be a significant indirect relationship between remembrance of parental
acceptance-rejection and relational wellbeing mediated by adult attachment among married
adults.

2a. There will be an indirect positive relationship between remembrance of
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parental warmth and relational wellbeing, mediated by close adult attachment among
married adults.

2b. There will be an indirect positive relationship between remembrance of parental
warmth and relational wellbeing, mediated by depend adult attachment among married
adults.

2c. There will be an indirect positive relationship between remembrance of parental
warmth and relational wellbeing, mediated by anxious adult attachment among married
adults.

2d. There will be an indirect negative relationship between remembrance of
parental rejection and relational wellbeing, mediated by close adult attachment among
married adults.

2e. There will be an indirect negative relationship between remembrance of
parental rejection and relational wellbeing, mediated by depend adult attachment among
married adults.

2f. There will be an indirect negative relationship between remembrance of parental
rejection and relational wellbeing, mediated by anxious adult attachment among married
adults.
H3: There will be a significant indirect relationship between remembrance of parental
acceptance-rejection and relational wellbeing sequentially mediated by adult attachment
and display of affection among married adults

3a. There will be an indirect positive relationship between remembrance of
parental warmth and relational wellbeing, sequentially mediated by close adult attachment

and display of affection among married adults.
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3b. There will be an indirect positive relationship between remembrance of parental
warmth and relational wellbeing, sequentially mediated by depend adult attachment and
display of affection among married adults.

3c. There will be an indirect positive relationship between remembrance of parental
warmth and relational wellbeing, sequentially mediated by anxious adult attachment and
display of affection among married adults.

3d. There will be an indirect negative relationship between remembrance of
parental rejection and relational wellbeing, sequentially mediated by close adult attachment
and display of affection among married adults.

3e. There will be an indirect negative relationship between remembrance of
parental rejection and relational wellbeing, sequentially mediated by depend adult
attachment and display of affection among married adults.

3f. There will be an indirect negative relationship between remembrance of parental
rejection and relational wellbeing, sequentially mediated by anxious adult attachment and
display of affection among married adults.
H4: There will be a significant indirect relationship between remembrance of parental
acceptance-rejection and relational wellbeing mediated by self-disclosure among married
adults

4a. There will be an indirect positive relationship between remembrance of parental
warmth and relational wellbeing, mediated by self-disclosure among married
adults.

4b. There will be an indirect negative relationship between remembrance of

parental rejection and relational wellbeing, mediated by self-disclosure among married
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adults.
H5: There will be a significant indirect relationship between remembrance of parental
acceptance-rejection and relational wellbeing sequentially mediated by adult attachment
and self-disclosure among married adults

5a. There will be an indirect positive relationship between remembrance of parental
warmth and relational wellbeing, sequentially mediated by close adult attachment and self-
disclosure among married adults.

5b. There will be an indirect positive relationship between remembrance of parental
warmth and relational wellbeing, sequentially mediated by depend adult attachment and
self-disclosure among married adults.

5c. There will be an indirect positive relationship between remembrance of parental
warmth and relational wellbeing, sequentially mediated by anxious adult attachment and
self-disclosure among married adults.

5d. There will be an indirect negative relationship between remembrance of
parental rejection and relational wellbeing, sequentially mediated by close adult attachment
and self-disclosure among married adults.

5e. There will be an indirect negative relationship between remembrance of
parental rejection and relational wellbeing, sequentially mediated by depend adult
attachment and self-disclosure among married adults.

5f. There will be an indirect negative relationship between remembrance of
parental rejection and relational wellbeing, sequentially mediated by anxious adult
attachment and self-disclosure among married adults.

H6: Physical attractiveness strengthen the relationship between display of affection and



relational wellbeing among married adults.
3.8 Sample
The sample for main study consisted of 300 married adults aged between 22-45
years residing in Islamabad and Rawalpindi. Although the age criterion was 20-45 years,
the actual sample ranged from 22-45 years. The data was collected through purposive
convenience sampling. The inclusion/exclusion criteria is as under:
Inclusion/Exclusion criteria
The inclusion/exclusion criteria includes:
1. Aged between 20 to 45 years
2. Have at least Matriculation level of education.
3. Currently living with their spouse
4. Have been married for a minimum period of one year.
5. In their first marriage
3.9 Measures
The study utilized the following validated, well established, instruments:
3.9.1 Adult Parental Acceptance-Rejection Questionnaire (Short-Form) Urdu Version
The Adult Parental Acceptance-Rejection Questionnaire (PARQ) short-form
developed by Rohner, is a self-report questionnaire designed to measure participants
retrospective perceptions of parental acceptance-rejection during childhood. Its Urdu
version is translated by Malik and Butt (2012). It has two versions, both for mother and

father. The scale consists of 24 items having 4 subscales namely, Warmth/Affection (8
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items), Hostility/Aggression (6 items), Indifference/Neglect (6 items), and Undifferentiated

Rejection (4 items). The items are rated on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from “Almost
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Never True” to “Almost Always True”. To compute a composite rejection score, items on
the Warmth/Affection subscale are reverse-coded to obtain coldness/lack of affection, and
then the total score is derived by summing the four rejection subscales (Coldness/lack of
affection, Hostility, Indifference, and Undifferentiated Rejection). In contrast, the
acceptance score is obtained by summing the (non-reversed) Warmth/Affection subscale
items. However, in the current study, the rejection scores were calculated by summing only
the three rejection subscales (Hostility, Indifference, and Undifferentiated Rejection).
Research studies provided evidence of the reliability and validity of Adult PARQ for use in
the United States and across many countries (Khaleque & Rohner, 2002; Rohner, 2005;
Rohner & Ali, 2016). In the present study the alpha coefficients of subscales ranged from
.80 to .93 for father version and from .81 to .93 for mother version.

3.9.2 Revised Adult Attachment Scale

The Revised Adult Attachment Scale developed by Collins in 1996, is a self-report
questionnaire designed to measures adult attachment styles based on how individuals
think, feel, and behave in close relationships. The scale consists of 18 items having 3
subscales i.e., Close (6 items), Depend (6 items), and Anxiety (6 items). The items are
rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “Not at all characteristic of me” to “Very
characteristic of me”.

In the present study, minor adaptations were made to better align the items for
marital relationships. Specifically, to highlight attachment dynamics within the marital
relationship, the phrase “my spouse” was substituted for general expressions like “others”
or “close people”. For example, an original item such as “I find it easy to get close to

others” was adapted to “I find it easy to get close to my spouse”.
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The scale demonstrated good internal consistency across three undergraduate
samples, with Cronbach’s alpha coefficients ranging from .80 to .82 for the Close subscale,
.78 t0 .80 for the Depend subscale, and .83 to .85 for the Anxiety subscale. The authors
reported that over a two-month period, the test-retest correlations for Close, Depend, and
Anxiety were .68, .71, and .52, respectively.

3.9.3 Self-Disclosure Index

Self-disclosure Index was developed by Miller et al., in 1983. It consists of 10-
items which assess the extent to which individuals disclose personal information to their
partner across various topics. Each item is rated on a 5-point Likert scale, with higher
scores indicating greater self-disclosure in the relationship. For the purposes of this study,
the scale was adapted to suit the marital context by inserting the phrase “my spouse”,
thereby specifically focusing on self-disclosure within the marital relationship.

Factor analysis conducted by the original authors of the Self-Disclosure Index
(SDI) indicated that all items loaded onto a single underlying factor for both male and
female respondents. Additionally, the scale also demonstrated strong internal consistency,
with Cronbach’s alpha values ranging from .87 to .93 for men and .86 to .93 for women,
depending on the specific target relationship.

3.9.4 Public and Private Romantic Display of Affection Scale

This 19-item scale developed by Kocur, et al. (2022) assesses how frequently
individuals engage in romantic displays of affection in public and private settings and their
opinions (negative) and behaviors (negative) towards others when they see other
individuals engaged in display of affection. It includes four subscales: Public Displays of

Affections, Private Displays of Affections, Negative Opinions about People Displaying
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Affections in public and Negative Behaviors towards people displaying affection in public.
In the present study, to measure the expressed affection of respondents towards their
spouses, only two relevant subscales are utilized i.e. Public displays of affections and
Private displays of affections. Responses are given on a 5-point Likert scale (1 =
completely does not match my behavior to 5 = completely matches my behavior). The
higher scores indicate more frequent affectional displays. Furthermore, the scale was
adapted by replacing the term “my partner” with “my spouse” to make it more appropriate
for the married adult population. The authors of the scale reported satisfactory reliability of
a = .91 for overall public and private display of affection. Validity coefficients were also
found to be acceptable, supporting the scale’s psychometric soundness.
3.9.5 Interpersonal Attraction Scale

The interpersonal attraction scale developed by McCroskey and McCain is a 15-
item measure designed to evaluate how attractive an individual finds another person. The
scale is rated on a 5-point Likert scale with 1 representing “Strongly Disagree” and 5
representing “Strongly Agree”. The scale originally consists of 3 subscales however; in the
present study, only the subscale of “Physical Attraction” is utilized. It consists of 6-items
and the original authors reported a reliability coefficient of a = .80 for this dimension,
indicating satisfactory internal consistency.
3.9.6 Relationship Assessment Scale

A relationship assessment scale is a 7-item self-report measure developed by
Hendrick (1988) to assess general relationship satisfaction. Reponses are measured on a 5-
point Likert scale ranging from 1= low satisfaction to 5 = high satisfaction. To make the

scale appropriate for marital context, the word “partner” was replaced with “my spouse”.
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In the original validation studies, the scale demonstrated good internal consistency of o =
.86 and strong construct and criterion validity, with significant correlations with related
constructs such as love, commitment, and investment. The scale also correlated .80 with
the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976), further supporting its concurrent validity.
3.9.7 Sociodemographic Characteristics

An investigator-developed sociodemographic data sheet was used to collect
information regarding demographic characteristics like age, gender, education,
socioeconomic status, and marital variables like, type of marriage, duration, age at the time
of marriage, issues, familial structure, working status and number of children.
3.10 Procedure

The data for the main study was collected from married individuals from various
community settings, including offices, libraries, parks, schools and universities.
Participants were approached from urban areas of Pakistan, specifically Islamabad and
Rawalpindi. An informed consent, demographic information sheet, and the Urdu-translated
versions of five standardized psychological scales relevant to the study variables were
provided to each participant. Prior to participation, the purpose of the study was also
explained to the participants, and they were ensured that their data will be kept
confidential. It was made clear to participants that their participation is voluntary and that
they can withdraw at any moment without repercussions. The final sample only comprised
of people who gave written informed consent.

The questionnaire took approximately 15-20 minutes to complete. Participants
were requested to respond honestly as there were no right and wrong answers. Upon

completion, they were thanked for their contribution. The collected data was then coded
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and entered into IBM SPSS (Version 26) for statistical analysis.
3.11 Statistical Plan

The data collected was analyzed using IBM SPSS (version 26) and Python. Prior to
formal analyses, a comprehensive data cleaning procedure was conducted. This included
checking for: missing values, outliers, normality and multi-collinearity. After that, the
descriptive statistics (means, standard deviations, skewness, and kurtosis) were calculated.
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were also computed to determine the internal consistency of
the study instruments. T-test and Anova was used to examine demographic differences.

To study relationship among study variables, Person Correlation was carried out.
Following correlation, multiple linear regression analyses were used to evaluate the
predictive relationships between remembrance of parental acceptance-rejection and
relational wellbeing, with relationship attributes (adult attachment, self-disclosure, and
displays of affection) as mediators. Path analysis was carried out through Python to assess
both direct and indirect effects. Model fit was also evaluated using indices namely Chi-
square (y?), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), Root Mean Square
Error of Approximation (RMSEA), and Standardized Root Mean Square Residual
(SRMR). Furthermore, moderation analysis was also performed to examine whether the
strength of relationships among variables varied across different levels of selected

moderators.
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CHAPTER 4
ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA
4.1 Descriptive Statistics of Study Variables
Table 4.1

Demographic Characteristics of Sample (N= 300)

Variables Category f (%) Mean (SD)
Gender Male 169 (56.3)
Female 131 (43.7)
Age 22-29 85 (28.3) 33.26 (5.22)
30-45 215 (71.7)
Education Some College or 37 (12.3)
Associate Degree
Bachelor’s Degree 120 (40.0)
Master’s Degree 129 (43.0)
Doctoral Degree 14 (4.7)
Working Status Employed 238 (79.3)
(Respondent) Unemployed 16 (5.3)
Homemaker 46 (15.3)
Working Status Employed 202 (67.3)
(Spouse) Unemployed 32 (10.7)
Homemaker 66 (22.0)
Length of Marriage 4.76 (4.06)
Type of Marriage Arrange 201 (67.0)
Love 99 (33.0)
Age at Marriage 28.47 (3.40)
(Respondent)
Age at Marriage 28.32 (4.33)
(Spouse)
Marital Issues Communication Issues 84 (28.0)

Financial Issues

106 (35.3)



84

Parenting Conflicts 41 (13.7)
Your Family Elders 37 (12.3)
Interference
Intimacy Issues 44 (14.7)
In-laws Interference 39 (13.0)
Lack of Mental 68 (22.7)
Compatibility
Work Life Balance 82 (27.3)
Struggles
Interpersonal Conflicts 61 (20.3)
None 63 (21.0)
Number of Children None 53 (17.7)
One 104 (34.7)
Two 103 (34.3)
Three or More 40 (13.3)
Familial Structure Nuclear 166 (55.3)
Joint 134 (44.7)
Socio-economic Status  Lower-Middle Class 66 (22.0)
Middle Class 154 (51.3)
Upper Middle Class 80 (26.7)

Table 4.1 illustrates that the sample consisted of 56.3% males and 43.7% female
married adults. Among them 28.3% were emerging adults aged between 22-29 years, while
the rest 71.7% were established adults aged between 30-45 years. The education level of
the sample also varied. 12.3% of the respondents had some college or associate degree,
40% had Bachelor’s, 43% Master’s and 4.7% of the respondents had doctoral degree. The
majority of participants (79.3%) were employed, and similarly, 67.3% of their spouses
were employed. Most of the marriages were arranged (67%).

The table also illustrates the length of marriage, age of both respondent and spouse
at the time of marriage, marital issues faced by married adults, number of children, familial

structure and socioeconomic status of participants.



Table 4.2

Descriptive Statistics and Reliability of the Study Instruments (N=300)
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No. of Range
Scales Items a M SD Actual Potential Skewness  Kurtosis
PARQ (Father Version) 24
Parental Warmth 8 .93 24.35 7.19 8-32 8-32 -.80 -.69
Hostility/Aggression 6 .80 10.10 4.07 6-23 6-24 1.15 A7
Indifference/Neglect 6 91 11.75 5.70 6-24 6-24 .82 -.64
Undifferentiated Rejection 4 .82 7.27 3.33 4-16 4-16 .99 -.16
PARQ (Mother Version) 24
Parental Warmth 8 93 25.55 6.98 8-32 8-32 -1.11 14
Hostility/Aggression 6 81 10.81 4.42 6-23 6-24 .99 .09
Indifference/Neglect 6 .89 10.86 5.19 6-24 6-24 .89 -.53
Undifferentiated Rejection 4 .85 6.65 3.17 4-16 4-16 1.15 25
Revised Adult Attachment Scale 18
Close 6 .86 21.68 6.73 6-30 6-30 =77 -.54
Depend 6 .87 20.69 7.12 6-30 6-30 -.66 -.56
Anxiety 6 94 13.80 8.08 6-30 6-30 77 -.92
Self-Disclosure Index 10 97 24.63 12.41 0-40 0-40 -.45 -1.17
Public and Private Romantic Display 10 .95 31.89 11.55 10-50 10-50 -.19 -1.18
of Affection Scale
Interpersonal Attraction Scale
Physical Attraction 6 .82 24.66 4.15 11-30 6-30 -.63 -.02
Relationship Assessment Scale 7 .95 25.79 8.43 7-35 7-35 -12 -85

Note. PARQ = Parental Acceptance-Rejection Questionnaire.
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Table 4.2 represents the descriptive statistics and reliabilities of the instruments
used in the study. It illustrates the total number of items, subscales, alpha coefficients,
score range, skewness and kurtosis of the instruments. All the instruments and their
subscales have very good reliability. Specifically, the internal consistency for the subscales
of PARQ ranged from a = .80 to .93 for father version and o = .81 to .93 for mother
version. The Revised Adult Attachment scale subscales reliability ranged from .86 to .94.
Likewise, Self-disclosure Index, Public and Private romantic Display of Affection scale,
and Interpersonal Attraction Scale subscale Physical Attraction and Relationship
Assessment Scale also has satisfactory reliability.

4.2 Relationship between Study Variables
Table 4.3

Correlation Matrix of Study Independent and Dependent Variables (N=300)

No. Scales 1 2 3 4 5

Parental Acceptance-Rejection

1. Father Warmth - -.82*%* S1**  -40**  56**
2. Father Rejection - -45**  B3**  _G7**
3. Mother Warmth - -80**  .40**
4, Mother Rejection - - 45**

5. Relational Wellbeing -
Mean 2435 29.12 25.55 28.32 25.79

SD 7.19 11.70 6.98 11.04 8.43

**p<0.01
Table 4.3 illustrates the correlation between study’s independent variables

including parental acceptance-rejection (both father and mother), and dependent variable
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i.e. relational wellbeing. It shows that there is strong negative correlation between father’s
warmth and father’s rejection and between mother’s warmth and mother’s rejection.
Further, among the four dimensions of parental acceptance-rejection, father’s rejection has

the strong negative correlation (r = -.57) with relational wellbeing.
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Table 4.4

Correlation Matrix of Study Independent and Mediating Variables (N=300)

No. Scales 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Parental Acceptance-Rejection

1. Father Warmth - -.82*%* S1** -.40** 49** 18** -.53** A48** 33**
2. Father Rejection - - 45%* 5S3*F* - 51*F* - 19** S4F* - A8** - 30**
3. Mother Warmth - -.80**  31** 24%* - 36*%*  32** 22*
4. Mother Rejection - -36**  -25%*  37F*  -35F*  -26%*
Adult Attachment
S. Close - 25%*% - 79F* 79F* 62**
6. Depend - -31**%  24%* 16**
7. Anxiety - S T1R* 4T
8. Self-disclosure - J2%*
9. Display of Affection -
Mean 24.35 29.12 25.55 28.32 21.68 20.69 13.80 24.63 31.89
SD 7.19 11.70 6.98 11.04 6.73 7.12 8.08 12.41 11.55

**p<0.01
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Table 4.4 presents the correlations among the study’s independent variables i.e.
parental acceptance-rejection and the mediating variables including adult attachment
dimensions (close, depend, and anxiety), self-disclosure, and display of affection. The
result shows that both father and mother warmth were positively related and both were
strongly negatively associated with their respective rejection dimensions. Parental warmth
was linked to greater close attachment, self-disclosure, and display of affection, whereas
parental rejection was associated with greater attachment anxiety and lower levels of
closeness, self-disclosure, and display of affection.

Among adult attachment dimensions, close and depend attachment was positively
associated, while attachment anxiety was negatively related with both close and depend.
Close attachment also showed strong positive relationships with self-disclosure and display
of affection. Self-disclosure and display of affection were also positively correlated.
Table 4.5

Correlation Matrix of Study Mediating and Dependent Variables (N=300)

No.  Scales 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6.
Adult Attachment
1. Close - 25%F* - 79** A9 .62** 84**
2. Depend - -.31** 24%* 16** 33**
3. Anxiety - S71R 47 8T
4. Self-disclosure - A2%* 82**
5. Display of Affection - 59**
6. Relational Wellbeing -

Mean 21.68 20.69 13.80 24.63 31.89 25.79

SD 6.73 7.12 8.08 12.41 11.55 8.43

**p<0.01



90

Table 4.5 illustrates the correlations among study’s mediating variables namely adult
attachment styles (closeness, dependence, and anxiety), self-disclosure, display of affection,
and dependent variable i.e. relational wellbeing. The close attachment was positively
correlated with all key mediators (self-disclosure, display of affection) and dependent
variable i.e. relational wellbeing (r = .84). In contrast, attachment anxiety showed strong
negative associations with all these key variables, and relational wellbeing. The depend
attachment exhibited small but significant positive correlations with self-disclosure, display
of affection, and relational wellbeing. Furthermore, relationship attribute of Self-disclosure
and display of affection showed positive correlation with each other and strong positive
correlations with relational wellbeing.

4.3 Mean Differences by Demographic and Marital Variables

The below tables 4.6 to 4.9 illustrates mean differences in study variables with
respect to gender, age, type of marriage and family structure. Independent samples t-tests
were conducted for gender, age, type of marriage and family structure, while ANOVA was
applied for education level, working status of respondent and spouse, number of children
and socio-economic status. It is mentioned that only statistically and marginally significant
results are reported. No significant differences were found for education, working status
(respondent/spouse), number of children, and socio-economic status, so these are not

included in the tables below.
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Table 4.6

Means, Standard Deviations and t- values for Parental Acceptance-Rejection (Father
Version and Mother Version), Adult Attachment, Self-disclosure, Display of Affection,
Physical Attractiveness, Relational wellbeing by Gender (N = 300)

Gender
Males Females
(n=169) (n=131) 95% CL

Variables M SD M SD  t(298) p LL UL Cohen’s
Parental Acceptance-Rejection ‘

Father Warmth 2390 7.15 2494 722 -124 215 -269 0.61 -

Father Rejection 30.31 1193 2759 1127 201 .045 .06 5.39 0.23

Mother Warmth 2530 6.84 2588 7.17 -71 479 -218 102 -

Mother Rejection 2950 1123 26.79 10.64 212 .035 .195 5122 0.25
Adult Attachment

Close 2152 683 2188 6.62 -46 .649 -190 1.19 -

Depend 2038 743 2110 6.70 -87 .38 -235 91 -

Anxious 13.93 8.01 13.63 8.20 31 754 -156 215 -
Self-disclosure 2396 12.01 2550 1290 -1.07 .286 -4.39 1.30 -
Display of Affection 30.72 11.68 33.40 1125 -201 .045 -532 -.06 0.23

Physical Attractiveness 24.88 3.90 2437 445 104 300 -45 145
Relational Wellbeing 2578 848 2581 839 -04 972 -197 190

The table 4.6 illustrates no significant difference between the males and females
married adults in remembrance of parental acceptance, adult attachment, self-disclosure,
physical attractiveness, and relational wellbeing. However, both father and mother rejection
(p=.045, & p=.035 respectively), and display of affection (p=.045) showed significant

difference among males and females The males experienced more parental rejection (both
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father and mother) and showed less display of affection as compared to their female
counterparts. Additionally, the difference among the groups is shown by Cohen’s d.

Table 4.7

Means, Standard Deviations and t- values for Parental Acceptance-Rejection (Father
Version and Mother Version), Adult Attachment, Self-disclosure, Display of Affection,
Physical Attractiveness, and Relational wellbeing by Age (N = 300)

Age
Emerging Established
Adults Adults
22-29 30-45
(n=85) (n=215) 95% CL
Variables M SD M SD t p LL UL Hedges’

g

Parental Acceptance-Rejection

Father Warmth 23.78 756 2458 7.04 -84 398 -2.68 1.07
Father Rejection 29.44 1241 29.00 1144 28 780 -2.64 3.51
Mother Warmth 25,26 7.23 2567 6.89 -45 654 -222 140

Mother Rejection 27.73 1120 2855 1099 -58 565 -3.64 2.00
Adult Attachment

Close 2049 6.76 2214 6.68 -191 .058 -3.36 .06
Depend 2124 6.85 2048 7.23 85 .398 -1.01 252
Anxiety 1518 8.76 1326 7.74 177 .080 -23 4.07
Self-disclosure 23.26 1278 2518 1225 -119 .238 -512 1.28

Display of Affection 33.18 11.17 31.38 1169 124 218 -1.07 4.66
Physical Attractiveness 24.75 419 2462 414 25 802 -92 1.19
Relational Wellbeing 2445 897 2632 817 -1.67 .097 -4.09 .34

The table 4.7 illustrates no statistically significant age differences in parental
acceptance-rejection variables, including father warmth, father rejection, mother warmth,
and mother rejection, self-disclosure, display of affection, physical attractiveness, and

relational wellbeing. However, in terms of adult attachment dimensions, close attachment
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was marginally higher in established adults than in emerging adults (p = .058). Similarly,
emerging adults reported marginally higher attachment anxiety than established adults (p =
.080).

Table 4.8

Means, Standard Deviations and t- values for Parental Acceptance-Rejection (Father
Version and Mother Version), Adult Attachment, Self-disclosure, Display of Affection,
Physical Attractiveness, and Relational wellbeing by Type of marriage (N = 300)

Type of Marriage
Arranged Love
(n=201) (n=99)
95% CL
Variables M SD M SD t p LL UL Hedges

Parental Acceptance-Rejection
Father Warmth 2385 730 2537 689 -177 .079 -3.22 18 -
Father Rejection 30.25 1217 26.83 1039 254 012 .76 6.09 0.29
Mother Warmth 25.61 6.12 2544 8.49 170 865 -1.73 2.05 -
Mother Rejection  29.86 11.21 27.22 10.65 1.23 220 -99  4.26 -
Adult Attachment

Close 20.27 723 2454 439 -633 <001 -559 -294 0.66

Depend 2087 7.35 20.33 6.64 .64 526 -1.13 2.20 -

Anxiety 1490 846 1158 6.75 3.68 <001 154 510 0.42
Self-disclosure 21.26 1213 3148 995 -7.77 <001 -12.82 -7.63 0.89
Display of Affection  28.00 10.98 39.80 8.16 -10.46 <.001 -14.03 -9.58 1.16
Physical 23.71 400 2659 378 -6.09 <001 -381 -195 0.73
Attractiveness

Relational Wellbeing 24.40 8.81 28.61 682 -454 <001 -6.03 -238 0.1

The table 4.8 illustrates that participants who have love marriages demonstrated

significantly higher close attachment, self-disclosure, display of affection, physical
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attractiveness, and relational wellbeing. They also showed significantly lower attachment
anxiety and less father rejection as compared to the arranged marriage group. Furthermore,
no significant differences were found between participants in arranged and love marriages
on father warmth, mother warmth, mother rejection, and depend attachment.

Table 4.9

Means, Standard Deviations and t- values for Parental Acceptance-Rejection (Father
Version and Mother Version), Adult Attachment, Self-disclosure, Display of Affection,
Physical Attractiveness, and Relational wellbeing by Family Structure (N = 300)

Family Structure

Nuclear Joint 0
(n=166) (n=134) 95% CL
Variables M SD M SD t p LL UL Cohen’s
d
Parental Acceptance-Rejection
Father Warmth 2389 750 2493 6.76 -1.26 .210 -2.69 .59 -
Father Rejection 28.84 11.10 2947 1245 -46 645 -3.31 2.05 -
Mother Warmth 26.17 6.32 2479 7.70 171 .089 -21 297 -

Mother Rejection 27.60 1059 29.21 1155 -1.25 211 -413 91
Adult Attachment

Close 2222 6.62 2100 682 157 .118 -31 276
Depend 21.04 715 20.26 7.08 95 346 -85 241
Anxious 13.17 811 1457 8.00 -150 .136 -3.24 .44
Self-disclosure 25.13 1246 24.02 1236 .77 445 -1.73 3.94

Display of Affection 3290 1154 30.63 1148 1.70 .091 -36 4.90
Physical Attractiveness 2490 3.63 2436 471 112 264 -41 149
Relational Wellbeing 26.36 845 2508 838 131 .192 -65 3.20

Table 4.9 illustrates no significant difference with regards to the family structure
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(Nuclear, Joint) in remembrance of parental acceptance-rejection, adult attachment
dimensions, self-disclosure, physical attractiveness and relational wellbeing. However,
marginally significant differences were seen in display of affection and mother warmth.
Those belonging from nuclear families reported significantly higher display of affection and
remembrance of mother warmth than those belonging from joint families.
4.4 Regression Analysis

The below tables 4.10 to 4.19 presents simple and multiple linear regression analysis
conducted to examine the predictive role of study variables, Parental Acceptance-Rejection,
Adult Attachment, Self-disclosure, Display of Affection, and Relational Wellbeing.
Table 4.10
Multiple Regression Predicting Relational Wellbeing from Remembrance of Parental

Acceptance-Rejection (N = 300)

Relational Wellbeing

95% ClI
Variables B SE B S t p LL UL
Intercept 2798 4.34 - 6.45 <.001 19.44 36.51
Father Warmth 41 11 .35 3.81 <.001 .20 .62
Father Rejection -12 .07 -17 -1.81 072 -25 .01
Mother Warmth -.10 A1 -.08 -.92 359 -.30 A1
Mother Rejection -.22 .07 -.28 -3.21 .002 -.35 -.08

R =.621 , R?=.386 (F = 46.41, p<.001)

Table 4.10 presents the results of a multiple linear regression analysis examining the
role of remembrance of parental acceptance-rejection in predicting relational wellbeing of

married adults. The overall model was significant (F= 46.41, p< .001), and explained 38.6%
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of the variance in relational wellbeing (R? = .386). Among the predictors, father warmth
emerged as positive and mother rejection as a significant negative predictor of relational
wellbeing, indicating that higher remembered father warmth was associated with high
relational wellbeing and remembered maternal rejection was associated with low relational
wellbeing in married adults. Furthermore, though non-significant but father rejection also
showed a marginally significant negative relationship. Mother warmth was not found to be a
significant predictor.

Table 4.11

Multiple Regression Predicting Close Adult Attachment from Remembrance of Parental

Acceptance—Rejection (N = 300)

Close Adult Attachment

95% ClI
Variables B SE B S t p LL UL
Intercept 24.78 3.73 6.65 <.001 17.45 32.11
Father Warmth .26 .09 .28 2.83 .005 .08 44
Father Rejection -12 .06 -21 -2.10 .037 -.23 -.01
Mother Warmth -.09 .09 -.09 -.99 321 -.27 .09
Mother Rejection -13 .06 -21 -2.21 .028 -.24 -.01

R =0.537 , R2= 0.289 (F = 29.96, p<0.001)

Table 4.11 presents the multiple linear regression analysis showing the predictive
role of remembered parental acceptance-rejection on adult close attachment. The overall
model was statistically significant (F = 29.96, p< .001), explaining 28.9% of the variance in
close adult attachment (R? = .289). Among the predictors, father warmth significantly

predicted higher scores on close adult attachment, father rejection significantly predicted
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lower scores. This suggests that higher remembrance of paternal warmth make it easy to
develop deep intimate bond with one’s spouse and paternal rejection is associated with
difficulty in developing close relationship with spouse in adulthood. Similarly, mother
rejection also showed a significant negative relationship with close adult attachment.
Table 4.12

Multiple Regression Predicting Depend Adult Attachment from Remembrance of Parental

Acceptance—Rejection (N = 300)

Depend Adult Attachment

95% ClI
Variables B SE B S t p LL UL
Intercept 20.27 4.50 - 4.50 <.001 11.41 29.13
Father Warmth .05 11 .05 42 .676 -17 27
Father Rejection -.03 .07 -.04 -.36 721 -.16 A1
Mother Warmth 10 A1 .09 87 .386 -12 31
Mother Rejection -.09 .07 -13 -1.21 227 -.22 .05

R =0.267 , R2= 0.071 (F = 5.67, p<0.001)

Table 4.12 presents the multiple linear regression analysis predicting depend
attachment from remembered parental acceptance-rejection. The overall model was
statistically significant, (F=5.67, p<.001), although it accounted for only 7.1% of the
variance in depend adult attachment (R? = .071).

However, none of the predictors including father warmth, mother warmth, father
rejection, and mother rejection, significantly predicted depend adult attachment. This
implies that, no single parental dimension emerged as a unique predictor of depend

attachment in adulthood.
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Table 4.13
Multiple Regression Predicting Anxious Adult Attachment from Remembrance of Parental

Acceptance—Rejection (N = 300)

Anxious Adult Attachment

95% ClI
Variables B SEB S t p LL UL
Intercept 14.08 4.36 - 3.23 .001 5.50 22.67
Father Warmth -.30 11 -.27 -2.78 .006 -51 -.09
Father Rejection 17 .07 .25 2.54 012 .04 .30
Mother Warmth -.02 A1 -.02 -.16 .870 -.23 19
Mother Rejection .09 .07 12 1.29 .198 -.05 22

R =0.568 , R2= 0.32 (F = 35.19, p<0.001)

Table 4.13 presents the multiple linear regression analysis predicting adult anxious
attachment from parental acceptance-rejection factors. The overall model was statistically
significant, (F= 35.19, p <.001), explaining 32% of the variance in anxious attachment (R?
= .32).

Among the predictors, father warmth and father rejection were the only statistically
significant variables. Father warmth negatively predicted whereas father rejection positively
predicted anxious adult attachment in married adults. This suggests that higher father
rejection is associated with higher anxious adult attachment in married adults and the higher
father warmth is associated with lower anxious adult attachment. Other parental dimensions,
including mother warmth, and mother rejection, did not significantly predicted anxious adult

attachment.
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Table 4.14

Multiple Regression Predicting Relational Wellbeing from Adult Attachment Styles (N = 300)

Relational Wellbeing

95% ClI
Variables B SEB p t p LL UL
Intercept 20.75 1.76 - 11.79 <.001 17.29 24.21
Close 51 .05 41 10.10 <.001 41 .61
Depend .08 .03 .07 2.50 .013 .02 14
Anxiety -.55 .04 -.53 -12.87 <.001 -.63 -47

R =.905, R?=.820 (F = 448.36, p<0.001)

Table 4.14 illustrates the predicted role of adult attachment dimensions on relational
wellbeing of married adults. The model is statistically significant (F= 448.36, p < .001),
explaining that 82% of variance in relational wellbeing is explained by adult attachment
dimensions.

Individually, all three adult attachment dimensions are significant predictors of
relational wellbeing however, among them Close attachment is the strongest positive
predictor. This indicates that those individuals who have close attachment style with their
spouse they report high relational wellbeing. Depend attachment is also a positive predictor
of relational wellbeing but its effect is not as strong as that of close attachment. On the other
hand attachment anxiety is found to be a negative predictor of relational wellbeing, means
those individuals who experience insecurity in their relationship with their spouse, they have

lower relational wellbeing.
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Table 4.15

Multiple Regression Predicting Self-disclosure from Remembrance of Parental Acceptance—

Rejection (N = 300)

Self-disclosure

95% ClI
Variables B SEB S t p LL UL
Intercept 24.84 6.97 - 3.57 <.001 11.13 38.55
Father Warmth 49 A7 .29 2.86 .005 15 .83
Father Rejection -.19 A1 -.18 -1.78 077 -.40 .02
Mother Warmth -.06 A7 -.03 -.36 122 -.39 27
Mother Rejection -.18 A1 -.16 -1.66 .098 -.39 .03

R =0.519 , R*= 0.269 (F = 27.12, p<0.001)

Table 4.15 presents the results of a multiple linear regression predicting the
relationship between parental acceptance-rejection and self-disclosure among married
adults. The overall model was statistically significant, (F= 27.12, p < 0.001), explaining
27% of the variance in self-disclosure (Rz = 0.27).

Among the predictors, father warmth emerged as a significant positive predictor of
self-disclosure indicating that individuals who remembered greater warmth from their
fathers in childhood reported higher levels of self-disclosure with their spouse. In contrast
father rejection and mother rejection showed negative but non-significant association,
suggesting that higher recollections of paternal rejection may relate to lower self-disclosure.
Mother warmth showed no significant effect (p =.722), indicating that remembered

maternal warmth did not contribute to variations in self-disclosure.
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Table 4.16

Multiple Regression Predicting Self-Disclosure from Adult Attachment Dimensions (N = 300)

Self-disclosure

95% ClI
Variables B SEB S t p LL UL
Intercept 5.02 3.67 1.37 A73 -2.21 12.25
Close 1.11 11 .60 10.50 <.001 .90 131
Depend .03 .06 .02 42 .673 -.10 15
Anxiety -.35 .09 -.23 -3.98 <.001 -.53 -.18

R=.798 , R?= .637 (F = 173.38, p<0.001)

The table 4.16 demonstrates the multiple linear regression analysis examining the
relationship between self-disclosure and the adult attachment dimensions; close, depend and
anxiety. The overall model was highly significant (F=173.38, p < 0.001), with (R2=0.637),
indicating that the model explains 64% of the variance in self-disclosure.

The results revealed that close adult attachment was a significant positive predictor
of self-disclosure. On the other hand, depend attachment did not significantly predict self-
disclosure suggesting no meaningful relationship between this variable and self-disclosure in
this model. The attachment anxiety had a significant negative relationship with self-
disclosure which indicates that higher levels of attachment anxiety are associated with lower

self-disclosure among married adults.



102

Table 4.17

Simple Linear Regression Predicting Relational Wellbeing from Self-disclosure (N = 300)

Relational Wellbeing

95% ClI
Variables B SEB S t p LL UL
Intercept 12.00 .61 - 19.54 <.001 10.79 13.20
Self-disclosure .56 .02 .82 25.15 <.001 .52 .60

R =.824 , R?= .680 (F = 632.57, p<0.001)

Table 4.17 presents a simple linear regression conducted to examine whether Self-
disclosure predicts Relational Wellbeing among married adults. The results showed that the
model is highly significant, (F= 632.57, p <.001), indicating that (R = .680) 68.0% of the
variance in Relational Wellbeing is explained by Self-disclosure. The regression coefficient
also suggested a strong, positive, and significant relationship between self-disclosure and
relational wellbeing. This means that higher levels of self-disclosure is associated with
greater relational wellbeing in married adults.

Table 4.18

Simple Linear Regression Predicting Relational Wellbeing from Display of Affection (N = 300)

Relational Wellbeing

95% ClI
Variables B SE B S t p LL UL
Intercept 12.01 1.16 10.40 <.001 9.74 14.28
Display of Affection .43 .03 .59 12.69 <.001 37 .50

R =.592 , R2= 351 (F = 161.06, p<0.001)
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The Table 4.18 shows the Simple linear regression analysis examining the relationship
between display of affection and relational wellbeing among married adults. The model was
statistically significant, (F= 161.06, p < .001), indicating that display of affection significantly
and positively predicted relational wellbeing, accounting for 35.1% of the variance in relational
wellbeing explained by display of affection (R? = .351).

Table 4.19

Multiple Regression Predicting Display of Affection from Adult Attachment Styles (N = 300)

Display of Affection

95% ClI
Variables B SE B S t p LL UL
Intercept 5.72 4.44 1.29 .198 -3.01 14.45
Close 1.14 13 .66 8.96 <.001 .89 1.39
Depend .02 .08 .01 25 .800 -.13 A7
Anxiety .08 A1 .06 73 467 -.13 .29

R =.624 , R2= .389 (F = 62.90, p<0.001)

The table 4.19 demonstrated how adult attachment styles i.e. close, depend, and anxious
predict display of affection among married adults. The model was statistically significant, (F=
62.90, p <.001), and explained 38.9% of the variance in display of affection (R? = .389),
indicating a moderate effect.

Among the predictors, close attachment was a strong and significant positive predictor of
display of affection which suggests that individuals with higher levels of close attachment with
their spouse reported more frequent engagement in display of affection. In contrast, both depend
and anxious attachment styles were non-significant predictors indicating that these attachment

styles did not meaningfully contribute to variations in displays of affection.
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4.5 Mediation Analysis

To test the hypothesized paths, Path analysis was conducted. To get a clear understanding
of distinct influences, separate models were tested for remembrance of parental acceptance and
remembrance of parental rejection. All the hypothesized paths were included to examine both
direct and indirect effects of remembrance of parental acceptance-rejection on relational
wellbeing. However, not all paths reached statistical significance. The models were tested using

Python. The results are as follows:
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Table 4.20

Direct and Indirect Path Coefficients from Parental Acceptance to Relational Wellbeing via
Mediators

Path Estimate S.E. C.R. p
Close <--- Father Warmth 444 .055 7.580 <.001
Depend <--- Father Warmth .079 .065 1.208 227
Anxiety <--- Father Warmth -.464 .064 -8.156 <.001
Close <---  Mother Warmth .083 .057 1.414 157
Depend <--- Mother Warmth .200 .066 3.072 .002
Anxiety <---  Mother Warmth -.120 .066 -2.114 .035
Self-disclosure <--- Father Warmth .067 .067 1.744 .081
Self-disclosure <--- Mother Warmth .016 .063 464 .642
Self-disclosure <--- Close .586 105 10.318  <.001
Self-disclosure <--- Depend 012 .064 .326 744
Self-disclosure <--- Anxiety -.202 .090 -3.428 <.001
Display of Affection <--- Close .663 126 9.004 <.001
Display of Affection <--- Depend 012 077 .255 799
Display of Affection <--- Anxiety .055 107 132 464
Relational Wellbeing <---  Self-disclosure 301 .028 7.233 <.001
Relational Wellbeing <--- Father Warmth .056 .033 1.984 .047
Relational Wellbeing <--- Mother Warmth .043 .031 1.698 .089
Relational Wellbeing <--- Close .208 .053 4.943 <.001
Relational Wellbeing <--- Depend .053 027 2.322 .020
Relational Wellbeing <--- Anxiety -.426 .040 -11.197 <.001
Relational Wellbeing <--- Display of Affection .007 .023 214 831

Note. Results with p < .05 are considered statistically significant. S.E. = Standard Error; C.R. =

Critical Ratio.
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Table 4.20 and Figure 4.1 illustrates the results of the path analysis. It shows that father
warmth significantly predict close and anxious attachment among married adults. The
association of father warmth with close attachment is positive and with anxious attachment is
negative. This indicates that those individuals who feel accepted by their fathers in childhood,
tend to be closely attached with their spouses and experience less anxiety. In contrast to this,
mother warmth significantly predict depend and anxious attachment. The individuals who
remembered mother warmth, they find it easy to depend on their partners and experience lower
anxiety levels.

With regard to relationship attributes like adult attachment, self-disclosure and display of
affection, the results shows that none of the predictors’ i.e. Father Warmth or Mother Warmth is
directly related to self-disclosure. The effects of parental variables on self-disclosure and display
of affection are mediated through adult attachment. Close and anxious attachment is significantly
associated with self-disclosure. Whereas, display of affection is only significantly linked with
close attachment. This highlights the role of close attachment is fostering healthy relational
behaviors while anxious attachment undermine them. In relational attributes only self-disclosure
predicted relational wellbeing, display of affection was revealed to be non-significant in this
sample.

Additionally, father warmth directly predict relational wellbeing. Adult attachment styles
also directly predict relational wellbeing. Specifically, close and depend attachment positively
predict relational wellbeing while anxious attachment negatively predict relational wellbeing.

Overall, the results highlight the vital role of father warmth and mother warmth in
influencing relational wellbeing of adults along with the mediating role of adult attachment

and self-disclosure.
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Table 4.21
CFA Indices of Path from Parental Acceptance to Relational Wellbeing (N = 300)

Model X2(df) X2/df  IFI _ CFI TLI RMSEA  SRMR
M1 322.55(6) p=.00 53.76 .81 81 0.10 42 15
M2 091(2)p=.635 045 100 1.00  1.00 00 01

Note. M1 = Default model for CFA for indirect path from Parental acceptance-rejection —
Relational wellbeing; M2 = Model after adding error variances; IFI = Incremental Fix Index,
CFI = Comparative Fit Index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis coefficient; RMSEA = Root Mean
Square Error of Approximation; SRMR = Standard Root Mean Square Residual.

The table 4.21 above shows the default model (M1) having lower values than the
predefined criteria on CFI, IFl and TLI. So, the model was modified by adding the
covariance between the error terms of these variables. All the values indicate the model
fitness as all the indices and other criteria fulfill the requirement. The values of CFI, TLI and
IFI indicate excellent model fit. The value of RMSEA is also equal to .00 which is also good

and significant.
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Table 4.22

Direct and Indirect Path Coefficients from Parental Rejection to Relational Wellbeing via

Mediators

Path Estimate  S.E. C.R. p

Close <---  Father Rejection -.441 .034 -7.550 <.001
Depend <---  Father Rejection -.083 .040 -1.257 .209
Anxiety <---  Father Rejection 473 .040 8.251 <.001
Close <---  Mother Rejection -.125 .036 -2.132 .033
Depend <---  Mother Rejection -.203 .043 -3.065 .002
Anxiety <---  Mother Rejection 119 .042 2.081 .037
Self-disclosure <---  Father Rejection -.084 .042 -2.148 .032
Self-disclosure <---  Mother Rejection .002 .040 .064 949
Self-disclosure <---  Close .580 105 10.171  <.001
Self-disclosure <---  Depend 014 .064 374 .709
Self-disclosure <---  Anxiety -.201 .090 -3.426 <.001
Display of Affection <---  Close .663 126 9.004 <.001
Display of Affection <---  Depend 012 077 .255 799
Display of Affection <---  Anxiety .055 107 732 464
Relational Wellbeing <---  Self-disclosure .303 .028 7.337 <.001
Relational Wellbeing <---  Father Rejection -.036 .020 -1.283 199
Relational Wellbeing <---  Mother Rejection -.082 .020 -3.212 .001
Relational Wellbeing <---  Close 198 .052 4.762 <.001
Relational Wellbeing <---  Depend 047 .027 2.101 .036
Relational Wellbeing <---  Anxiety -.429 039  -11.448 <.001
Relational Wellbeing <---  Display of Affection .007 .023 226 821

Note. Results with p < .05 are considered statistically significant. S.E. = Standard Error;

C.R. = Critical Ratio.
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Table 4.22 and Figure 4.2 illustrates the direct and indirect (through adult
attachment, self-disclosure and display of affection) path from parental rejection to
relational wellbeing. The results shows significant association between father rejection and
close and anxious adult attachment. It reveals that individuals who remembered childhood
father rejection, tend to be less closely attached with their spouses and experience more
attachment anxiety. Additionally, mother rejection also influence both in a similar vein.
However, mother rejection is also negatively and significantly associated with depend adult
attachment, suggesting that individuals who recollected their mother as rejecting find it
difficult to depend on their spouses. The table also revealed direct negative effects of mother
rejection on relational wellbeing.

In relational attributes, only father rejection directly influences self-disclosure
showing significant negative association. With regard to the association of adult attachment
styles with other relational attributes (self-disclosure and display of affection), the results
reveal that close and anxious attachment predict self-disclosure, positively and negatively
respectively. Furthermore, only close attachment significantly predicted display of affection.
It is worth noting here that though non-significant the association between depend and
anxious attachment with display of affection is also positive, highlighting its importance for
marital relationships.

Additionally, all three adult attachment styles also directly and positively predict
relational wellbeing except anxious attachment, which is negatively associated with
relational wellbeing. Among other relational attributes like self-disclosure and display of
affection, only self-disclosure significantly predicted relational wellbeing.

Overall, the result mostly highlight the indirect effects of parental rejection to
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relational wellbeing through adult attachment and self-disclosure.
Table 4.23

CFA Indices of Path from Parental Rejection to Relational Wellbeing (N = 300)

Model X2(df) X2/df  IFI CFlI TLI RMSEA SRMR
M1 316.68(6) p=.00 52.78 .82 81 0.13 42 14
M2 1.36(2) p = .506 0.68 1.00 1.00 1.00 .00 .01

Note. M1 = Default model for CFA for indirect path from Parental acceptance-rejection -
Relational wellbeing; M2 = Model after adding error variances; IFI = Incremental Fix Index,
CFI = Comparative Fit Index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis coefficient; RMSEA = Root Mean Square
Error of Approximation; SRMR = Standard Root Mean Square Residual.

The table 4.23 above shows the default model (M1) having lower values which does
not fall within the predefined criteria of CFI, IFI and TLI. Therefore, the model was
modified by adding covariance between the error terms. After adding covariance all the
values fulfilled the required criteria and indicated model fit. The values of CFI, TLI and IFI
are all above .90 indicating an excellent model fit. The value of RMSEA is also equal to .00
which is also good and significant.

4.6 Moderation Analysis

Moderation analysis was conducted to analyze the moderating role of physical
attractiveness in relationship between display of affection and relational wellbeing. Further,
considering the non-significant relationship between display of affection and relational
wellbeing, moderating role of demographic and marital variables were also analyze in this
association. Among them, only marital variables showed significant moderating effects. The

significant results are presented below:
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113

Moderating Role of Physical Attractiveness in Relationship between Display of Affection

and Relational Wellbeing (N= 300)

Relational Wellbeing

Variable B t p 95% CL
LL UL
Intercept 26.44 60.00 .000 25.57  27.30
Display of Affection .35 8.80 .000 27 43
Physical Attractiveness .35 3.12 .002 13 57
DOA x Physical Attractiveness -.02 -2.90 .004 -.04 -.01
R2 40
AR? .02
F 64.82 (p = .00)
AF 8.39

Note. DOA = Display of Affection.

Table 4.24 illustrates results of the moderating role of physical attractiveness in

relationship between display of affection and relational wellbeing. It shows that the overall

model was statistically significant (F= 64.82, p <.001), accounting for 40% of the variance

in relational wellbeing (R? = .40). The results revealed that both display of affection and

physical attractiveness significantly and positively predicted relational wellbeing in married

adults. Furthermore, the interaction term between display of affection and physical

attractiveness was also significant but negative (B = —.02, p = .004), indicating that when

physical attractiveness of spouse increases, the positive effect of display of affection on
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relational wellbeing becomes slightly less pronounced.
Figure 4.3
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Figure 4.3 Moderating Role of Physical Attractiveness in Association between Display of

Affection and Relational Wellbeing.
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Table 4.25
Moderating role of Marital Variables in Relationship between Display of Affection and

Relational Wellbeing

95% ClI
Moderator B SE p LL UL
Length of Marriage -.02 01 .031 -.03 -.00
Type of Marriage -.20 .09 .031 -.39 -.02
In-Laws Interference -27 .09 .003 -.45 -.09
Number of Children -.08 .04 .025 -.15 -.01

Note. Values represent coefficients for the interaction terms between Display of Affection
and each marital variable in moderation analysis. Cl = Confidence Interval; LL = Lower
Limit; UL = Upper Limit.

Table 4.25 presents the moderation coefficients of marital variables in relationship
between display of affection and relational wellbeing. The results reveal that Length of
marriage, type of marriage, in-laws interference and number of children significantly
moderate this association. Specifically, as the length of marriage increases, the effect of
display of affection on relational wellbeing drops to lower level. The maximum effect is in
the early years of marriage. Similar trend can be seen in number of children. As the number
of children increases, the effect of display of affection on relational wellbeing decreases.
Contrary to the expectations in type of marriage (arrange and love), the effect of display of
affection on relational wellbeing is more prominent in arrange marriages. Furthermore, in-
laws interference also negatively moderate the relationship between display of affection and

relational wellbeing.
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Figure 4.5

Display of Affection * Length of Marriage — Relational Wellbeing

Lengthof Marriage S °° Tl

Display of Affection * Type of Mariage — Relational Wellbeing N

__________ "Esplay of Affection Relational Wellbeing

Display of Affection x In-Laws Interference —~ Relational Wellbeing

In-Laws Interference - - -~ - __ ___ B=0.27, p=0.003 - A
__________________ _- ,
/

Display of Affection x Number of Children — Relational Wellbeing ~ #

B=-0.08, p=0.025 P
Number of Children -7

Figure 4.5 Moderating Role of Marital Variables in Association between Display of

Affection and Relational Wellbeing



117

CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS

5.1 Summary

The current study examines how married adults’ remembrance of their parents’
acceptance-rejection of them as children relates to their relational wellbeing in adulthood
while exploring the mediating role of relationship attributes like adult attachment, self-
disclosure, and display of affection and moderating role of physical attractiveness in
relationship between display of affection and relational wellbeing. Additionally, the study
also investigated the effect of demographic and marital variables by examining group
differences in study variables and moderating effects in relationship between display of
affection and relational wellbeing.

5.2 Discussion

In this study, the relationship between remembrance of parental acceptance-rejection
and relational wellbeing was studied by specifically focusing on the relational mechanisms
that mediate or moderate this association. Specifically, this study explored the mediating
role of Adult Attachment, Display of Affection and Self-disclosure along with moderating
role of Physical Attractiveness in influencing adult relational outcomes.

This study stand out from other research studies that were done till now due to its
focus on relational mechanism underlying the association between remembrance of parental
acceptance-rejection and relational wellbeing. As evident from the earlier studies, these
variables are studied separately. This research undertook an integrative approach by
exploring how these variables interact within a single model. Specifically, it sheds light on

the mechanisms through which early parental acceptance-rejection affect adult relational
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wellbeing.

This study utilized Urdu translated, self-rated standardized instruments including
Parental Acceptance-Rejection Questionnaire- Short Form (Urdu version) (Rohner, 2005)
translated by Malik and Butt (2012), Revised Adult Attachment Scale (Collins, 1996), Self-
disclosure Index (Miller et al., 1983), Public & Private Romantic Display of Affection Scale
(Kocur et al, 2022) subscales Public and Private Display of Affection, Interpersonal
Attraction Scale (McCroskey & McCain, 1974) subscale Physical Attraction, and
Relationship Assessment Scale (Hendrick,1988) along with an investigator developed socio-
demographic data sheet to collect information about participant’s demographic and marital
variables. The Cronbach alpha of all instruments was also with in the acceptable range.

The scores on the scales were analyzed using transformed scores. Descriptive
statistics (e.g., mean, standard deviation) were computed for continuous variables such as
age at the time of marriage of both respondent and spouse, length of marriage, while
frequencies and percentages were reported for categorical variables such as gender, age,
education, working status of both respondent and spouse, type of marriage, marital issues,
number of children, familial structure and socio-economic status. Further, to investigate the
relationship between remembrance of parental acceptance-rejection and relational wellbeing,
a series of hypotheses were formulated and tested focusing on the sequential mediating role
of adult attachment styles, self-disclosure, and display of affection. Additionally, the
moderating role of physical attractiveness and marital variables (e.g., type of marriage, in-
laws’ interference etc.) in these associations was also examined through moderation
analyses. The result of analysis will be reviewed and discussed in the following sections

based on relevant literature. Along with discussing the study’s shortcomings, this chapter
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also offer recommendations for future research.
5.2.1 Parental Acceptance-Rejection and Relational Wellbeing

The present study hypothesized a significant relationship between remembrance of
parental acceptance-rejection and relational wellbeing of married adults. Pearson correlation
between study independent variable i.e. remembrance of parental acceptance-rejection and
relational wellbeing was carried out to examine the association between variables (see table
4.3). The results revealed strong positive correlation between father warmth and relational
wellbeing and moderate positive correlation between mother warmth and relational
wellbeing, suggesting that people who have warm and accepting memories of their fathers
and mothers are more likely to report having fulfilling and healthy marital relationships. In
contrast, the results found strong negative correlation between remembrance of father
rejection and relational wellbeing and mother rejection demonstrated moderate negative
correlation with relational wellbeing. This indicates that those who remembered experiences
of parental rejection are more likely to report lower relational wellbeing. Additionally,
strong negative relationships were observed between parental warmth and rejection,
indicating that higher remembrance of acceptance was linked with lower remembered
rejection from the same parent.

Multiple regression analysis was also carried out to test predictive relationship (see
table 4.10). The overall model was significant, explaining that 39% of variance in relational
wellbeing is due to parental variables. More specifically, father warmth has a vital influence
in fostering healthy adult relationships, as evidenced by the results, which showed that it
significantly and positively predicted relational wellbeing. Mother rejection was also

showed to be a significant negative predictor, indicating that remembered maternal rejection
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negatively affects relational wellbeing. In contrast, no significant affect was found for
maternal warmth, whereas, father rejection displayed a negative tendency but it also did not
reach statistical significance. According to these results, relationship dynamics in adulthood
may be more influenced by some aspects of parental behaviors than by others, especially
maternal rejection and paternal warmth.

There are noticeable studies in literature that also align with the findings of the study.
For instance, the findings are in line with Parental Acceptance-Rejection Theory
(PARTheory) which postulates that early experiences of parental acceptance promote
favorable relational outcomes, while perceived rejection undermine them. According to
Varan (2008) study, those adults who experienced more rejection in their interaction with
their parents as children are less satisfied in their relationships. There is also an evidence
that people who felt their parents approved of them had better levels of relationship
satisfaction in their adult love relationships (Auslander, 2009; Babuscu, 2014; Eralp, 2021;
Finzi-Dottan & Schiff, 2022).

A study by Yalginkaya (1997) also discovered a strong association between
relationship satisfaction of Turkish women in romantic relationships and the remembered
paternal acceptance of them. Giaouzi and Giovazolias (2015) study suggested that people
who feel rejected by their parents also feel rejected by their partners in intimate
relationships, which will likely result in relationship dissatisfaction. So, given the results of
earlier research, we anticipated that individuals who experienced parental acceptance would
be satisfied in their relationships and those who experienced parental rejection will have low
relational wellbeing. Thus supporting the prediction, remembrance of father warmth and

mother rejection were found to be linked with relational wellbeing, positively and negatively
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respectively. Other parental variables, specifically father rejection and mother warmth that
did not show a direct effect, suggest that all parental variables do not follow the same path,
their effects on relational wellbeing may be mediated through other variables.
5.2.2 Direct and Indirect path from Remembrance of Parental Acceptance-Rejection and
Relational Wellbeing

This study proposed direct and indirect paths from remembrance of parental
acceptance-rejection to relational wellbeing. Along with the direct effect of parental
acceptance-rejection on relational wellbeing it also hypothesized that remembrance of
parental acceptance-rejection influence relational wellbeing of married adults through
mediating variables including adult attachment, display of affection, and self-disclosure. The
findings of this study provide empirical evidence for these sequential paths. The results of
those paths are discussed below:

Direct Path from Parental Acceptance-Rejection to Relational Wellbeing through
Path Analysis. Although the results of the correlation and regression analysis (see section
5.2.1) provided evidence of the association between parental variables and relational
wellbeing, Path analysis was conducted separately for acceptance and rejection. The results
showed two significant direct paths providing further evidence of the earlier correlation and
regression analysis findings. These two paths were, father warmth (acceptance model) and
mother rejection (rejection model). Father warmth was found to be positively associated
with relational wellbeing highlighting the point that those adults who remembered childhood
paternal acceptance they are more likely to have healthy satisfying relationships with their
spouses. On the other hand those individuals who feel rejected by their mother as children,

they tend to have low relational wellbeing. The literature also give confirmatory evidence



122

for these findings. Varan (2008) study on perceived parental acceptance-rejection and
intimate partner acceptance-rejection also indicated that those individuals who were
dissatisfied in their marital relationships, they reported higher levels of rejection both in
their current intimate relationship and their relationship with their parents as children.

Another study, not directly related with marital satisfaction but considering the vital
role of intimacy in marital relationships Philips et al. (2013) findings that maternal care has
a strong positive correlation with adult’s fear of intimacy also provide support for the
relationship between maternal warmth and relationship satisfaction. Other studies that are
not directly related to relational wellbeing but are closely linked with relational outcomes
are the findings from Khan et al. (2011), who reported significant role of parental
acceptance-rejection in young adults’ psychological wellness and functioning. Further
emphasizing the role of acceptance in fostering healthy development, Dural and Yalcin
(2014) found that parental acceptance-rejection predict psychological adjustment among
university students.

Path via Adult Attachment as a mediator. This study explored the mediating role of
adult attachment in the relationship between remembrance of parental acceptance-rejection
and relational wellbeing of married adults. More precisely, it was hypothesized that close,
depend and anxious attachment mediate the relationship between Parental acceptance-
rejection and relational wellbeing. The findings from path analysis also showed significant
paths that confirmed most of the hypothesized relationships. In acceptance model, among
the significant paths, father warmth was found to positively influence close adult attachment
which in turn also positively affect relational wellbeing. This highlights that those adults

who recollected high father warmth as a child tend to be closely attached to their partner in
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marital bond, ultimately enhancing their relational wellbeing. In addition to this, father
warmth negatively influences attachment anxiety, which is a strong negative predictor of
relational wellbeing. This is in line with Gungér & Bornstein (2010) who also found
negative association between father warmth and anxious attachment.

Numerous other studies in literature have also established the connection between
childhood parenting interactions and adult attachment style. Pourhossein (2002) found that
parenting style determine the attachment type of individual. Moazen et al. (2014) also found
parenting styles a significant predictor of attachment styles in adults.

The current study also revealed that mother warmth positively and significantly
predict depend attachment and negatively attachment anxiety ultimately resulting in high
relational wellbeing. Prior research also discovered that emotionally sensitive and
responsive maternal care in childhood results in secure attachment as adults. Those with
secure attachment style feel comfortable with dependency as well as independency (Bogaert
et al., 2008). Varzaneh (2014) also highlighted the mediating role of adult attachment,
specifically secure attachment in association between early maternal behaviors and adult
relational outcomes. It reported that maternal authoritative parenting style which is
characterized by warmth, support and responsiveness is a predictor of secure attachment
style and secure attachment in turn positively predict personal commitment of married
female adults, which is also an important component of relational wellbeing. In line with
these findings Levine and Heller (2012), suggested that those who are securely attached or
have close relationship with their partner, they relish intimacy without becoming overly
preoccupied with the future of their relationship, which may also improve relational

wellbeing.
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The result of correlation analysis (see table 4.4 and 4.5) and regression analysis (see
table 4.11 to 4.14) also provide support for these significant paths. The results of correlation
analysis found that father warmth was positively correlated with close attachment and
mother warmth with depend attachment. Negative correlation was found between both
father and mother warmth and anxious attachment. Additionally, close attachment showed
strong positive correlation with relational wellbeing, while depend attachment showed a
moderate positive. Anxious attachment was revealed to be negatively correlated with
relational wellbeing. In regression analysis, only father warmth was found to significantly
predict close and anxious adult attachment, mother warmth was not revealed to be a
significant predictor of depend and anxious attachment. However, all three attachment styles
were found to be a significant predictor of relational wellbeing.

In rejection model the path analysis found that, father rejection negatively predict
close attachment which is a positive predictor of relational wellbeing. However, father
rejection is positively linked with attachment anxiety which leads to lower relational
wellbeing. Khaleque et al. (2007) also highlighted that being rejected by an attachment
figure is likely to cause anxiety and insecurity and may be linked to cognitive distortions. In
a similar vein, Deveci Sirin (2019) reported relationship between remembrance of parental
acceptance-rejection and adult separation anxiety mediated by attachment anxiety and
avoidance also corroborate the current study findings.

Moreover, mother rejection was revealed to negatively predict close and depend
attachment, both of which are positive predictor of relational wellbeing. Additionally, the
results also showcases positive association with attachment anxiety, which lowers

relational wellbeing.
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These influences of parental variables on adult attachment styles and subsequent
impact on relational wellbeing echo with Bowlby (1982) assertion that an individual’s
attachment style is based on the internalization of early caregiving experiences and the
formation of functioning models. In adult relationships, these internalized representations
serve as a guide for expectations, feelings, and actions. In essence, people who are rejected
by caregivers they develop maladaptive attachment patterns, which jeopardize their
relational wellbeing. Gleeson and Fitzgerald (2014), findings also validate the results which
suggested that individuals childhood parental relationship has a link with adult attachment
style and those who develop secure attachment are more likely to be satisfied in their
relationships. Numerous other studies have also established the connection between
childhood parental behaviors and adult attachment styles (Chopik et al., 2014; Zayas et al.,
2011). Adults’ intimate relationships often resemble the experiences they had with their
neonatal caretakers (Monteoliva et al., 2016).

Additionally, consistent with the findings of acceptance model, correlation analysis
(see table 4.4 & 4.5) also found significant association between rejection model paths. The
regression analysis (see table 4.11 to 4.14) also provide support of significant predictive
relationships found in path analysis, except predictive role of mother rejection for depend
attachment and anxious adult attachment.

Path via Adult Attachment and Self-disclosure. To explore the role of relationship
attributes, this study assumed that adult attachment and self-disclosure sequentially mediate
the relationship between remembrance of parental acceptance-rejection and relationship
wellbeing. The result of SEM showed that the hypothesized path was indeed significant.

Specifically, father warmth significantly and positively predicted close adult attachment,
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which in turn increases self-disclosure and improves relational wellbeing. Previous studies
also report similar findings. For instance Mikulincer and Nachshon (1991) reported that
securely attached individuals disclose more information with their partners. They have more
disclosure flexibility than those with avoidant or ambivalent attachment styles. Jang et al.
(2002) also reported that secure attached individuals are more likely to discuss about the
issues. Furthermore Lee et al. (2019) findings demonstrated that greater disclosure is linked
with relationship satisfaction and intimacy, highlighting the importance of self-disclosure for
relational wellbeing.

Additionally, it was found that father warmth and mother warmth negatively
influences attachment anxiety, which is negative predictor of self-disclosure and undermine
relational wellbeing. This suggests that remembrance of parental warmth fosters relational
wellbeing among married adults by reducing attachment anxiety. This align with Bachman
and Bippus (2005) and Denes (2015) who reported that partners who are securely attached,
they perceive fewer risks in disclosing to their partners which fosters healthy relational
behaviors.

The findings of correlation analysis of study variables (see table 4.4 & 4.5) also
corroborate SEM findings by showing moderate to strong correlation among the variables.
The regression results (see table 4.16-4.17) also indicate that close and anxious attachment
significantly predict self-disclosure, positively and negatively, respectively. It also shows
that self-disclosure significantly and positively predicted relational wellbeing.

The study also found significant paths concerning parental rejection dimension.
Particularly, in line with our hypothesis, father rejection showed positive influence on

attachment anxiety, which in turn lowers self-disclosure and undermine relational wellbeing.
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Similarly, mother and father rejection negatively predicted close attachment, the low
closeness leads to less disclosure with one’s spouse and ultimately lowers relational
wellbeing. Additionally, Mother rejection positively predict attachment anxiety which is a
negative predictor of self-disclosure and lowers self-disclosure which then in turn, also
lowers relational wellbeing.

The supporting evidence can be found in Bogaerts et al. (2008) study which
highlighted that adults who have anxious attachment style hold negative view of themselves
and doubt their worthiness as a spouse. Then often blame themselves for the perceived
unresponsiveness of their spouse. As a result they may not openly disclose their feelings and
maintain emotional distance with their spouse leading to poor relational wellbeing.
Similarly, Tao et al. (2024) also indicated that high attachment anxiety reduces emotional
self-disclosure, and in turn quality of life, which may also influence relational wellbeing.
The correlation analysis and regression analysis also provide support for these results.

Path via Self-disclosure. This study also assumed relationship between
remembrance of parental (both father and mother) acceptance-rejection and relational
wellbeing with self-disclosure acting as a mediating variable. Although the relationship
between parental acceptance-rejection and relational wellbeing via adult attachment and
self-disclosure has already been explored and proven, parental acceptance-rejection may
also influence relational wellbeing through only self-disclosure as a mediating variable. For
instance, Muchlisah and Murdiana (2024) found significant association between father
attachment and self-disclosure among adolescent girls, suggesting that higher level of
attachment with father leads to more self-disclosure. This indicates that early paternal

experiences influence self-disclosure. Our study found that father rejection predict low self-



128

disclosure leading to low relational wellbeing among married adults. PARTheory also
provide confirmatory evidence of this association. Rohner (2004) highlighted that parental
rejection leads to personality dispositions including emotional unresponsiveness, which
directly inhibits self-disclosure. The results of correlation analysis (see table 4.4 to 4.5) also
showed strong negative correlation between father rejection and self-disclosure and very
strong correlation between self-disclosure and relational wellbeing. However, the regression
analysis (see table 4.15) result for predictive role of father warmth for self-disclosure was
insignificant.

Other parental variables namely father warmth, mother warmth and mother rejection
were found insignificant in this association. They follow a more mechanistic path to
influence relational wellbeing i.e. through shaping adult attachment styles, which then
influence how an adult open up in spousal relationship.

Path via Adult Attachment and Display of Affection. It was hypothesized that
remembrance of parental acceptance rejection influence relational wellbeing of married
adults through adult attachment and display of affection as mediating variables. However,
no signal path is this association was found significant by SEM analysis. The results showed
that father warmth positively predict close attachment with the spouse, which increases
display of affection, but this increase in display of affection does not significantly predict
relational wellbeing. While the relationship between display of affection and relational
wellbeing is positive but it does not reach significance. Similarly in rejection model, mother
rejection was found to negatively predict close attachment which is a significant predictor of
display of affection.

The relationship between attachment styles and relational satisfaction has already
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been established (Kamel Abbasi et al., 2016; Mohammadi et al., 2016). Prior literature also
show that attachment styles influenced display of affection for instance, Hesse and Trask
(2014) found that secure attachment style was positively related with affection while three
insecure attachment styles were negatively related. This aligned with our findings which
shows that close attachment positively predict display of affection. However, contrary to our
findings studies found that relational indicators like relational satisfaction (Gulledge et al.,
2003; Floyd et al., 2005; Floyd et al., 2009; Horan & Booth-Butterfield, 2010), closeness
and happiness (Floyd et al., 2005; Hesse & Floyd, 2008), and liking and loving (Floyd et al.,
2005), are linked to the expression of affection.

The reason for this insignificant relationship may be that there are some
demographic or marital variables that play a moderating role in association between display
of affection and relational wellbeing. On further analysis, it was found that marital variables
namely, length of marriage, type of marriage, number of children and marital issue like in-
laws interference moderate the relationship between display of affection and relational
wellbeing (see section 5.2.4 for details).

5.2.3 Moderating Role of Physical Attractiveness

One of the objectives of this study was to investigate the moderating role of physical
attractiveness. For the purpose, it was hypothesized that physical attractiveness moderate the
relationship between display of affection and relational wellbeing. The results of our study
also provide support for the hypothesized moderation. The results revealed that both, display
of affection and physical attractiveness significantly and positively predicted relational
wellbeing among married adults. However, counter-interactive to our expectations the

interaction term was significant but was negative, suggesting that as the perceived physical
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attractiveness of spouse increases, the positive influence of display of affection on relational
wellbeing becomes less pronounced. This implies that those married adults who perceived
their spouse as physically attractive, their display of affection play a small role in
contributing to their relational wellbeing. On the other hand those individuals who perceived
their partners as less attractive, their display of affection play more role in enhancing their
relational wellbeing.

The above findings can be explained through the lens of Equity theory (Walster et
al., 1978), which posits that individuals feel satisfied in their relationships when they
perceive balance between what they give and receive in a relationship. In the context of our
study, display of affection reflects the respondent’s emotional investment, whereas the
perceived physical attractiveness of their spouse serves as a relational reward or valued input
from the partner. When the attractiveness is low, the individual subconsciously compensate
for the deficit in partner’s attractiveness by investing more affection, which helps maintain a
sense of balance and enhances relational wellbeing. On the other hand, when the partner is
perceived as physically attractive, the attractiveness serve as a rewarding input in the
relationship, thereby reducing the additional impact of affectionate behavior on wellbeing.
These findings support the core premise of Equity Theory, that the emotional value
individuals derive from a relationship is not determined by individual behaviors alone, but
by how those behaviors interact with perceptions of fairness, partner value, and mutual
exchange. Additionally, previous research (Critelli & Waid, 1980; Stafford & Canary, 2006)
also shows that emotional efforts and physical attractiveness work together to influence
relationship outcomes.

Furthermore, these findings may also relate to research suggesting that physical
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attractiveness is negatively associated with commitment. E.g. Gonzalez Avilés et al (2021)
found negative relationship between attractiveness and commitment, which may play a role
in relationship satisfaction, as Leonhardt et al. (2019) found that couples who perceived
higher partner commitment also maintain high relationship satisfaction.

5.2.4 Effects of Demographic and Marital Variables

One of the objective of present study was to explore the role of demographic and
marital variables in differences among study variables. T-test and Anova was used to
investigate the differences and significant results were reported (see table 4.6, 4.7). The
results indicated that there are significant differences in father rejection, mother rejection
and display of affection based on gender. Specifically, males remembered more father and
mother rejection as compared to their female counterparts. The prior studies also aligned
with our results, for instance; Dwairy, (2010) study on adolescent boys and girls and Imam
and Singh (2019) study on college boys and girls also reported that boys are more likely to
experience parental rejection as compared to their female counterparts. A study by Khaleque
et al. (2018) on young Pakistani male and female adults also highlighted this difference.
Another study by Kausar and Kazmi (2011) found that sons report their fathers as more
rejecting compared to females.

Besides gender, there are also significant differences in variables by type of
marriage. Results showed that married adults who had arrange marriage experienced more
paternal rejection. Furthermore, they also reported lower levels of close attachment, more
anxious attachment, less self-disclosure and display of affection, perceived their partners
low on physical attractiveness and has low relational wellbeing as compared to those who

had love marriages.
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Supporting these findings, a study conducted on Bangladeshi women reported that
those in arranged marriages report less use of their spouses as emotional supports compared
to those in love marriage, in which people think of their spouse as a secure base, thus
validating our findings that those in arrange marriage report less close attachment and more
anxious (Flicker et al., 2020). This may also be the reason that those individuals who have
arrange marriages they remembered more rejected by their fathers. Due to insecure
attachment they remain stuck in their childhood traumas. Further, in a arrange marriage
families, which are often conservative where fathers do not openly show affection, the lack
of affection may be interpreted by children as rejection.

Further, extending on to our findings that those in love marriage has better relational
wellbeing Flicker et al. (2020) also highlighted that those individuals who had more
influence over their partner selection they reported positive marital outcomes including more
passion, intimacy and commitment. Marital adjustment (Astha & Ranjan, 2017) and quality
(Allendorf & Ghimire, 2013) is also found to be better in love marriage couples. Al-jobour
& Lababneh (2023) study on self-disclosure at pre-marriage and its relationship to marital
adjustment highlight that those individuals who had marriage of choice they reported better
self-disclosure at pre-marriage stage.

Considering the insignificant association between display of affection and relational
being, moderating role of demographic and marital variables was also explored in this
association (see table 4.25). The table showed that length of marriage, type of marriage, in-
laws interference and number of children moderate the relationship between display of
affection and relational wellbeing. In particular, length of marriage negatively moderate the

relationship between display of affection and relational wellbeing suggesting that the
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affection play a major role in relational wellbeing during the early years of marriage, as
marriage becomes old some other things become more important. Similar findings were
reported by Huston et al. (2001), who highlighted that over the period of two years after
marriage there is a decline in affection, feeling that one’s spouse is not as responsive as used
to be and increasing ambivalence.

It was also found that as the number of children increases, the effect of display of
affection on relational wellbeing decreases. The effect of display of affection on relational
wellbeing is more prominent when there are no or fewer children. This align with Structural
Role Strain Theory (Pearlin, 1989) which explain that when social roles of a person
increases such as transition in to parenthood, it introduces additional stressors that strain a
person’s time, energy, resources and emotional availability. So when a couple become
parents they had to take on demands of parenthood, and may find less time for expressing
affection to each other. Corroborating this, Nomaguchi and Milkie (2003) also highlighted
that transition to parenthood increases daily stressors e.g. overload and marital conflict,
which can weaken the impact of affectionate behaviors on relational wellbeing.

Furthermore, in-laws interference also negatively moderate the relationship between
display of affection and relational wellbeing. Prior studies also provide evidence that among
the causes of conflicts in marriages, in-laws interference or meddling ranked higher than
other issues like financial and conflicting morals (Bryant et al., 2001; Messinger, 1976;
Silverstein, 1990; Ward & Lin, 2020). Kamoru & Olajoke (2014) study on experienced
couples also emphasized that in-laws interference is a major marital issue and it leads to
constant quarrels, unhealthy relationship between spouses and extended family and lastly

divorce.
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Contrary to the expectations in type of marriage (arrange and love), it was found that
the effect of display of affection on relational wellbeing is more prominent in arrange
marriages. The reason for this may be that expressions of affection in love marriages
frequently start very early and become engrained, so they may eventually lose their
significance for relational wellbeing. Affectionate behavior, on the other hand, stands out as
a significant indication of increasing intimacy in arranged marriages, which usually begin
with low levels of emotional closeness. For arrange marriage, the display of affection may
serve as an icing on cake and may increase relational wellbeing. Prior research also
emphasize this, for instance; Gupta and Singh (1982) study on an Indian sample found that
in love marriage, the love diminishes overtime while it grows overtime in arrange marriages
and often surpass that of love marriage. Similar to this, Yelsma & Athappilly (1988) also
found that satisfaction in Indian arrange marriage is greater than that of love marriage in US.
5.3 Conclusion

The present study explored the association between remembrance of parental
acceptance-rejection and relational wellbeing of married adults specifically focusing on the
mediating role of relationship attributes including adult attachment, self-disclosure, display
of affection and moderating role of physical attractiveness. The study also examined the role
of demographic and marital variables to account for differences is parental acceptance-
rejection, relationship attributes and relational wellbeing.

The findings indicated that there are significant differences in study variables with
respect to gender and type of marriage. It indicated that males are more likely to remember
childhood parental rejection and also engage less in display of affection as compared to

females. Additionally, with reference to type of marriage, people in arrange marriage are
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more likely to remember paternal rejection, have low close attachment, self-disclosure,
display of affection, perception of spouse physical attractiveness and relational wellbeing in
their relationship with spouse and show more anxious attachment.

The findings also offered insight into the mechanism through which early parental
relationships shape adult relational wellbeing. The results revealed that several hypothesized
paths were supported. Specifically, father warmth directly predicted relational wellbeing and
also influenced it indirectly through close and anxious adult attachment. Similarly, mother
warmth also predicted relational wellbeing through depend and anxious attachment. The
sequential mediation paths were also significant, indicating that both father and mother
warmth influenced relational wellbeing mostly through attachment styles and self-
disclosure.

Regarding parental rejection, mother rejection directly predicted lower relational
wellbeing. Additionally, father rejection and mother rejection influenced relational
wellbeing indirectly through close and anxious attachment. Mother rejection also influenced
relational wellbeing through depend attachment. Father rejection also predicted self-
disclosure, which in turn influenced relational wellbeing. Furthermore, the sequential
mediation paths that were confirmed, indicated that both father and mother rejection
impacted relational wellbeing through attachment styles (close and anxiety) and self-
disclosure. These significant paths highlight the importance of parental acceptance-rejection
in shaping adult relational wellbeing while also influencing key relationship attributes.

Moreover, Physical attractiveness moderate the relationship between display of
affection and relational wellbeing such that, when perceived spouse physical attractiveness

is high, display of affection contribute less role in enhancing relational wellbeing. Whereas,
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when the perceived physical attractiveness is low, display of affection contribute more in
enhancing relational wellbeing. Other marital variables including length of marriage, type of
marriage, in-laws interference and number of children also moderate this association.
Overall, the study findings support the theoretical assumptions of Parental
Acceptance-Rejection theory (Rohner, 2004) and Attachment theory (Bowlby, 1988) that
childhood parental acceptance-rejection influence adult relational outcomes. This study
highlights that, while childhood parental interactions specifically acceptance-rejection
influence relational wellbeing in adulthood, relationship attributes namely adult attachment
and self-disclosure serve as critical pathways through which adults’ relational wellbeing is
influenced.
5.4 Limitations and Suggestion

1. The study did not employ a dyadic design; only individual perspectives were
included. This restricts the ability to capture both partners’ views and the interactive
dynamics within marital relationships. Future research should use dyadic approaches
to better understand couple-level processes.

2. This study only included individuals who are in their first marriage and are currently
living with their spouse, which restricts the understanding of relational dynamics
influenced by remembered parental acceptance-rejection in individuals who
remarried or are in long distance relationship with their spouse. Future research
should include individuals from diverse marital backgrounds to gain a more
comprehensive view of outcomes.

3. The study relied solely on quantitative methods, which may not fully capture the

depth and complexity of participants’ lived experiences. Incorporating qualitative or
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mixed-method approaches in future research would allow for richer insights.
4. This study employed cross-sectional research design which limits the ability to draw
causal inferences. Future studies should adopt a longitudinal design to explore
changes and directional relationships over time.
5.5 Future Implications of Present Study

This study has both theoretical and practical implications. Theoretically it adds to the
existing literature by building up on Parental Acceptance Theory (PARTheory) and
Attachment Theory. It demonstrates the pathway through which remembrance of parental
acceptance-rejection influence adult relational wellbeing especially in marriage centered,
cultural setting of Pakistan. It offers a more nuanced approach of understanding, how early
parental acceptance-rejection shape adult relational outcomes.

Practically, the study offer insights for psychologists and marriage counselors. It
emphasizes the importance of addressing childhood parental influences when dealing with
couples who are experiencing relationship difficulties and provides a framework for

developing targeted interventions for couples for enhancing their relational wellbeing.
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Appendix — B
Adult Parental Acceptance-Rejection Questionnaire-Short Form (Father

Version)
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Appendix - C
Adult Parental Acceptance-Rejection Questionnaire-Short Form (Mother

Version)
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Appendix — D

Adult Attachment Scale
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Appendix — E

Self-disclosure Index
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Appendix — F

Public and Private Romantic Display of Affection Scale
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Appendix — G

Interpersonal Attraction Scale
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Appendix — H

Relationship Assessment Scale
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Appendix — |

Authors’ Permission for Scales
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Adult Parental Acceptance-Rejection Questionnaire — Short Form

(Father & Mother Version)

715125, 5:08 PM Gmail - Urgent: Request for Permission to use Parental Acceptance-Rejection Questionnaire-Short Form (PARQ-SF)

M Gmall Aiman Irfan <iaimanirfan@gmail.com>

Urgent: Request for Permission to use Parental Acceptance-Rejection
Questionnaire-Short Form (PARQ-SF)

Rohner, Ronald P. <r.rohner@uconn.edu> Mon, Nov 18, 2024 at 9:26 PM
To: Aiman Irfan <iaimanirfan@gmail.com>

Hello Aiman,

After collecting data from respondents, to score the measures, go to http://parscore6.appspot.com and using a Gmail

ready to score. Use the following protocol to enter item scores:

Numerical Scoring. Record the numerical score for each response as follows:

Almost Always Sometimes Rarely Almost Never
True True True True
4 3 2 1

The scoring program does all reverse-scoring for you, as well as computes for missing data. This email serves as
copyright release. Please do not share these materials with any third party. Measures copyrighted by Rohner Research
Publications may never be published in full or made publicly available in other ways. Do not include any measure in its
entirety in a PhD dissertation, BA or BS, Masters, MPhil thesis, or published article. A footnote in any writing may say.
“The full-text measure is removed because of international copyrights. If you would like to access the full measure, please
contact Rohner Research Publications at https://rohnerresearchpublications.com”.

| hope this email is useful to you. Please save it for future reference in scoring. Please send the results of your work to
us for archival in the Rohner Center.

Warm regards,
[Quoted text hidden]

2 attachments

.@ PARQ.SF.Adult.Father.Urdu.Pakistan.pdf
140K

@ PARQ.SF.Adult.Mother.Urdu.Pakistan.pdf
137K
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Revised Adult Attachment Scale

M Gmail Aiman Irfan <iaimanirfan@gmail.com>

Request for Permission to use Adult Attachment Scale

2 messages

Aiman Irfan <iaimanirfan@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2024 at 11:44 PM
To: read@usc.edu

Dear Dr. Read,

I am contacting you to request your permission to utilize the " Adult Attachment Scale™ in my research project for MPhil program at National University of Modern Languages, Islamabad Pakistan. I'm conducting a
research to examine the influence of remembrance of Parental Acceptance-Rejection on relational wellbeing of married adults through key relationship attributes, and your scale seems like the perfect tool for
assessing adult attachment style in the context of my study.

If you could allow the use of Adult Attachment Scale in this research and any papers that come frem it, | would be really appreciative. The scale will only be used for study, and you can be confident that your work
will be properly credited with all necessary citations and acknowledgments.

Waiting for your kind response.

Best Regards,
Aiman Irfan

Stephen Read <read@usc.edu> Sal, Nov 16, 2024 at 4:26 AM
To: Aiman Irfan <iaimanirfan@gmail.com>

Thank you for your interest. | have attached a copy of the scale with scoring instructions. | don't have any recent papers with the scale.

Best, Dr. Read

Stephen J. Read

Mendel B. Silberberg Professor of Social Psychology
Department of Psychology

University of Southern California

Los Angeles, CA 90083-1061

Website: www.stephenjread.com

‘M_] ;;;lt Attachment Scale.doc
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Self-disclosure Index

M Gmail Aiman Irfan <iaimanirfan@gmail.com>
Re: SPN Profile Message: Request for Permission to use Self-Disclosure Index

1 message

Lynn Carol Miller <Imiller@usc.edu= Fri, Nov 15, 2024 at 2:40 AM

To: Aiman Irfan <iaimanirian@gmail.com>
Ge: Lynn Carol Miller <imiller@usc.edu>

Dear Aiman,

Yes, indeed you have my permission. Please be sure when translating to back translate and consider cultural differences in reactions to these items that might affect their meaning for your populati
All the best,

Lynn

On Nov 14, 2024, at 12:17 PM, Social Psychology Network <noreply@socialpsychology.org> wrote:

This Message Is From an External Sender
USC detected that this message came from outside of USC.

Hello Miller,

I am contacting you to request your permission to utilize the 10- item "
Self-disclosure Index ( Miller, Berg, & Archer, 1983) in my research project
for MPhil program at National University of Modern Languages, Islamabad
Pakistan. I'm conducting a research ta examine the influence of remembrance
of Parental Acceptance-Rejection on relational wellbeing of married adults
through key relationship attributes, and your scale seems like the perfect
tool for assessing Self-Disclosure among partners in the context of my
study.

If you could allow the use of the 10-item Self-disclosure Index in this
research and any papers that come from it, | would be really appreciative.
The scale will only be used for study, and you can be confident that your
‘work will be properly credited with all necessary citations and
acknowledgments.

‘Waiting for your kind response

Best Regards,
Aiman Irfan

MPhil Student,
NUML, Islamabad
+923045252502



196

Public and Private Romantic Display of Affection Scale

M Gmall Aiman Irfan <iaimanirfan@gmail.com>

Request for Permission to use Public and Private Romantic Display of Affection Scale
1 message

Dagna Kocur dr <dagna.kocur@us.edu.pl> Wed, Nov 13, 2024 at 5:05 PM
To: Aiman Irfan <iaimanirfan@gmail.com=>

Dear Aiman Irfan,
Thank you very much for your interest in the scale | developed. Of course, | grant you permission to use it, and | wish you success in your research.

I would also like to take this opportunity to invite you and your supervisor to participate in a study | am currently conducting on this topic across various countries and cultures, which | plan to publish in the future. |
invite you both to consider co-authorship in this project as well. | am attaching a description of the study along with an invitation. Please let me know if you and your supervisor are interested in collaborating.

Best regards,
Dagna Kocur

On 13.11.2024 08:46, Aiman Irfan wrote:

Dear Kocur,

| am contacting you to request your permission to utilize the 19- item " Public and Private Romantic Display of Affection Scale (Kocur, Prusik & Konopka, 2022) in my research project for my MPhil
pregram at National University of Modern Languages, Islamabad Pakistan. I'm conducting a research to examine the influence of remembrance of Parental Acceptance-Rejection on relational
wellbeing of married adults through key relationship attributes, and your scale seems like the perfect tool for assessing Display of Affection in the context of my study.

If you could allow the use of the 19-item Public and Private Romantic Display of Affection Scale in this research and any papers that come from it, | would be really appreciative. The scale will only be
used for study, and you can be confident that your work will be properly credited with all necessary citations and acknowledgments.

Waiting for your kind response

Best Regards,
Aiman Irfan

MPhil Student,
NUML, Islamabad
+923045252502

dr Dagna Kocur

Zastgpca Dyrektora Instytutu Psychologii

Pelnomocniczka rektora ds. przeciwdziaiania molestowaniu seksualnemu
Petnomocnik Rzecznika Praw Studenta i Doktoranta

Uniwersytet S1aski w Katowicach

wydziat Nauk Spotecznych

Grazyhskiego 53
49-126 Katowice



197

Interpersonal Attraction Scale

v M Inbox (977) - iaimanirfan@gme X @ James C. McCroskey X+ - 8 X

¢« > C % jamescmccroskey.com S °®
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Relationship Assessment Scale

Aiman Irfan <iaimanirfan@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2024 at 10:27 P

To: "Garos, Sheila" <Sheila.Garos@ttu.edu>

Hello Sheila,
I need permission to use the 7-item Relationship Assessment Scale developed by Susan S Hendrick (1988). It would be really helpful if you connect me with Susan S. Hendrick.

Regards,
Aiman Irfan

ated text hidden]

Garos, Sheila <Sheila.Garos@ttu.edu> Fri, Nov 15, 2024 at 10:36 P

To: Aiman Irfan <iaimanirfan@gmail.com=

Here you go

Sheila Garos, Ph.D

Associate Professor of Psychology

Director of Training, Counseling Psychology Program
Department of Psychaological Sciences

Texas Tech University

806-543-7155

¢BUILD INNOVATORS

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic mail, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any unauthorized review,
use, disclosure, or distribution is prohibited. If you received this electronic mail and are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by phone or by electronic mail reply and destroy all copies of

the original message.

From: Aiman Irfan <iaimanirfan@gmail.com=
Sent: Friday, November 15, 2024 11:28 AM
To: Garos, Sheila <Sheila.Garos@ttu.edu>
Subject: Re: scales

This email originated outside TTU. Please axercisa caution!

Quoted text hidden]

i) RELATIONSHIP ASSESSMENT SCALE.doc
27K

Aiman Irfan <iaimanirfan@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 15, 2024 at 10.45 P

To: "Garos, Sheila" <Sheila.Garos@ttu.edu>

Dear Dr. Sheila,
‘While | already have a copy of the scale, as it is open access, my university requires me to obtain explicit permission from the scale’s developer before | can include it in my work.

| have made several attempts to contact Dr. Hendrick directly, but | have been unable to reach her. As a result, | am seeking your assistance in obtaining her consent for using the scale in my study.
Your help in facilitating this request would be greatly appreciated. | look forward to your response.

Best regards,

Aiman Irfan

NUML, Islamabad

Quoted text hidden]

‘Garos, Sheila <Sheila.Garos@ttu.edu= Fri, Nov 15, 2024 at 1047 P

To: Aiman Irfan <iaimanirfan@gmail.com>

She is no longer available. | am the Director of Training and have her permission to distribute the scale

(Quated text hiddan]




