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they may lead to avoidance of schema pain through schema ED -.49%%  -.38%*  -.04 -.38%% = -.28% MA . . .
coping behaviors (McKay, Lev & Skeen, 2012). Acceptance DS .08 14 .02 .01 -.06 ED ) )
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The ongoing pI’O]QCt aims to analyze relatlons between R2 38 24 20 24 31 Note. For all models the negative relationship between schema and

interaction becomes weaker as the level of cognitive fusion
increases. Moderations calculated using macro PROCESS v3.5.

Al - Abandonment/instability; MA - Mistrust/abuse; ED -
Emotional deprivation; DS - Defectiveness/shame; SIA - Social
isolation/alienation; D - Dependence; FA - Failure; EG -
Entitlement/grandiosity; SSSU - Self-Sacrifice/subjugation; US -
Unrelenting standards; + significant moderation effect, -
nonsignificant moderation effect

relationship schemas, cognitive fusion, and interactions in
romantic relationships. The survey 1s conducted online
among people over 18 and in a romantic relationship.

Note. Coeffient represent standardized betas from multiple reggresion.
Al - Abandonment/instability; MA - Mistrust/abuse; ED - Emotional
deprivation; DS - Defectiveness/shame; SIA - Social isolation/alienation;
D - Dependence; FA — Failure; EG - Entitlement/grandiosity; SSSU -
Self-Sacrifice/subjugation; US - Unrelenting standards; A — Assertion od
needs; B — Bidirectional communication; C — Conflict; D — Disclosure
and interpersonal closeness; E — Emotional experience and expression
Tp<.07,*p<.05,**p<.01

Table 3

Couples participating in the study complete:
 The Couples Schema Questionnaire (Lev & McKay, 2017).
« The Cognitive Fusion Questionnaire (Gillanders et al.,

2014). Predicting interactions in the relationship from partners’ schemas.
« The Interactions in Relationship Scale based on The x - . S -
Functional Idiographic Assessment Template- Schemas
Questionnaire (Darrow et al., 2014). M d M d M F M d M
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1. Emotional deprivation was the strongest predictor of F .03 -.05 -.12 .002 -.01 .16 .06 .05 .07 17
interpersonal relating among partners indicating that EG .10 .07 .15 .20* 14 17 .07 21% 26%% 17
people with emotional deprivation schema assess their 3SSU _ 04 04 08 _ 15 05 06 21 18 12 06
interpersonal relating with partner negatively. us 19 08 15 07 14 - 08 13 95 17 02
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2. The pattern of results changes once we predict one F
R2 .30 .08 24 .14 .20 11 .35 .19 .26 .15

partner's interpersonal functioning based on the other
partner's schemas. For example, if men score high on
soclal isolation and alienation schema, women assess
their emotional experience and expression 1n a
relationship as worse; if women score high on emotional
deprivation schema, men report lower scores in the area of
bidirectional communication.

Note. Coeffient represent standardized betas from multiple reggresion.

M — male; F — female; Al - Abandonment/instability; MA - Mistrust/abuse; ED - Emotional deprivation; DS - Defectiveness/shame; SIA - Social
isolation/alienation; D — Dependence; FA — Failure; EG - Entitlement/grandiosity; SSSU - Self-Sacrifice/subjugation; US - Unrelenting standards;
A — Assertion od needs; B — Bidirectional communication; C — Conflict; D — Disclosure and interpersonal closeness; E — Emotional experience
and expression

*p<0.05, * p<0.01

Table 4
Correlations (Pearson’s r) between females and males schemas.

rigid rules and therefore may not assess interpersonal
interactions accurately.
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