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Rooted in Huston's (2000) model of adjustment in romantic
relationships, the present study examined differences in
individual and relationship characteristics and the predictive
value of those characteristics for relationship satisfaction,
regarding four groups of participants, based on gender and
sexual orientation. The sample included a total of 100
heterosexual couples and 50 male and female homosexual
couples each. Of the individual characteristics, need for
affect achieves significant both actor and partner effects on
relationship satisfaction in all subsamples, except for
heterosexual women. A personal expression of love achieves
both actor and partner effects on relationship satisfaction for
heterosexual and homosexual men. The partner's expression
of love (actor effect) on relationship satisfaction was
registered in all groups, except for homosexual men. The
present study offers the possibility of integrating knowledge
of the differences between heterosexual and homosexual
couples in the context of the model of adjustment in romantic
relationships.
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INTRODUCTION
Over the past few decades a considerable amount of effort has
been spent in exploring factors that have contributed to satis-
faction in a romantic relationship (Hocking, Simons, Simons,
& Freeman, 2018; Sadikaj, Moskowitz, & Zuroff, 2015; Schoen-
feld, Loving, Pope, Huston, & Štulhofer, 2017), with the objec-
tive of discovering personal and relationship characteristics
contributing to the stability, satisfaction, and longevity of het-
erosexual relationships. Meanwhile, interest in studies exam-
ining satisfaction with romantic relationships in homosexual
couples is increasing (Barringer & Gay, 2017; Borneskog, Skoog
Svanberg, Lampic, & Sydsjö, 2012; Markey, Markey, Nave, &
August, 2014). Up till now, studies were more focused on ver-
ifying whether there are differences in relationship satisfac-
tion, personality characteristics, ways of choosing a romantic
partner, and relationship characteristics between homosexual
and heterosexual couples. More recent studies point to the
significance of research using couple-level and dyadic data
analysis that take into account actor and partner effects in
romantic relationships (Yucel, 2018).

In order to differentiate potential predictors, we used the
model of adjustment in romantic relationships (Huston, 2000).
At least three components that determine the course and out-
come of romantic relationships are hypothesized by this
model. It is a multidisciplinary model allowing for a compre-
hensive investigation of marital and other romantic relation-
ships. Several important determinants of this model have led
us to select it as a theoretical frame for our study. Huston (2000)
regards it as universal and applicable to all relationships sim-
ilar to marital ones, regardless of the partners' gender and
sexual orientation. Thus far, it has been used as a theoretical
framework for many studies and it has proven to be very use-
ful in creating intervention programs for heterosexual couples
(Halford, 2011; Kayser & Rao, 2006; Crawford, Houts, Hus-
ton, & George, 2002). It is classified as an ecological model,
since it observes patterns of behavior in romantic relationships
in their environmental realm, but also as a socio-psychologi-
cal one since it deals with individual characteristics of part-
ners in the context of social interactions within a romantic
relationship. The model defines satisfaction as an outcome of
a romantic relationship, which implies an overall assessment
of the level of positive emotions experienced within the rela-
tionship (Huston, 2000).

The first component of the model entails individual char-
acteristics, primarily the personality traits of each partner.
Based on empirical examinations carried out so far within the
model of adjustment in the romantic relationships frame-
work, we have included the following individual characteristics414



in our study: romantic attachment (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver,
1998), masculine/feminine personality features (Spence & Buck-
ner, 2000), need for affect (Maio & Esses, 2001), and attitude
toward gender roles (Huston, 2000).

Interactions between romantic partners represent the sec-
ond component of the model. Changes in partner interactions
and behavioral patterns also lead back to changes in individual
attitudes and characteristics (Huston, 2000). Based on the mod-
el of adjustment in romantic relationships, the second do-
main consists of variables representing a persons' perception
of partner interactions (Huston, 2000). This study includes
three such variables: perception of love (Hendrick & Hend-
rick, 1997), ways of showing love (Huić, Kamenov, Jugović, &
Huston, 2010), and quality of sexual interaction (Bartolac, Ka-
menov, & Petrak, 2011).

The third component of the model represents the influence
of a wider social environment. This component is described
by the author of the model as a social, cultural, and physical
environment in which a romantic relationship exists and in-
cludes affiliation to certain groups and subcultures as an im-
portant parameter (Huston, 2000), as was the case with sexual
orientation in our study.

Although the model's author considers it to be universal,
it was empirically validated primarily in studies on couples with
heterosexual orientation, while the confirmation of its func-
tionality on either male or female homosexual relationships is
lacking. The variables included in our study correspond to
those pertaining to the domain of individual and relationship
characteristics tested for their predictive role in the process of
examining the model in the original study (Huston, 2000),
while we consider belonging to a subsample based on sexual
orientation to be the third domain of influence.

Most studies show homosexual relationships to be sim-
ilar to heterosexual ones on many dimensions, such as: pat-
tern of facial preferences (Ciocca et al., 2014), the behavioral
pattern of showing love in a relationship (Haas & Stafford,
1998), the effect of gender roles on the process of communi-
cation (Julien, Arellano, & Turgeon, 1997), the association of de-
pendence on the romantic partner and the quality of the re-
lationship (Kurdek & Schmitt, 1986a), the association of the
quality of the relationship, and the developmental phase of
the romantic relationship (Kurdek & Schmitt, 1986b). The same
level of emotional expressiveness, intimacy, conflict, commit-
ment, and relationship satisfaction was observed in both homo-
sexual and heterosexual romantic relationships (Kurdek, 1998,
2001, 2004). The several studies that have examined predictors
of satisfaction indicate that similar variables have predictive415
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value in both groups. For example, the study by Malouff and
colleagues (Malouff, Thorsteinsson, Schutte, Bhullar, & Rooke,
2010) shows that one of the positive predictors of relationship
satisfaction in both homosexual and heterosexual couples is a
high score in trait agreeableness in both partners. However,
this study did not test for differences in predictive values
with regard to sexual orientation. Perceived sexual orienta-
tion similarity was not directly related to any of the counsel-
ing-related criterion variables (Stracuzzi, Mohr, & Fuertes, 2011).

Other studies point to the existence of differences between
male homosexual couples, female homosexual couples, and
heterosexual couples which weaken the possibility of gener-
alizing the existing models and theories on all three types of
relationships (Kurdek, 2001). Individuals from the homosexu-
al population have less family support (Kurdek, 2001), and
numerous studies confirm gender roles as an important pre-
dictor of satisfaction in a relationship (Huston, 2000). Further-
more, emotional and sexual satisfaction was significantly dif-
ferent across sexual orientation groups (Mark, Garcia, & Fisher,
2015). Lesbians and gay men reported higher levels of con-
nection to ex serious-relationship partners than heterosexual
individuals (Harkless, & Fowers, 2005).

THE PRESENT STUDY
The purpose of the current study was twofold: 1) to check if
there are any differences in individual and relationship char-
acteristics between four groups of participants, which were
formed based on gender and sexual orientation, 2) to deter-
mine the predictive value of individual and relationship char-
acteristics for relationship satisfaction, irrespective of partici-
pant subsamples. As this model assumes that belonging to a
subgroup represents a significant factor, we expect to obtain
differences in satisfaction with a romantic relationship and its
presumed predictors. The generalizability of the model sug-
gested by its authors leads us to hypothesize that processes
within relationships remain the same regardless of sexual ori-
entation.

METHOD

Sample
The sample consisted of 400 participants, out of which 200
were male and 200 female, and all were over 18 years of age
(M = 25.81, SD = 6.71), forming 200 romantic couples (dy-
ads). The sample consisted of 100 heterosexual couples and 50
male and female homosexual couples, respectively. All partic-
ipants lived in the Republic of Serbia and were involved in
romantic relationships they described as stable at the time,416

DRU[. ISTRA@. ZAGREB
GOD. 29 (2020), BR. 3,
STR. 413-430

BRKIĆ-JOVANOVIĆ, N.
ET AL.:
RELATIONSHIP...



but did not cohabit while the study was being conducted.
The inclusion criteria were: the duration of a romantic relation-
ship of over a year (M = 37.61 months, SD = 38.87), hetero-
sexual couples not having children, and homosexual partici-
pants not having children from previous heterosexual rela-
tionships. Participants were recruited with the aid of non-gov-
ernment organizations dealing with LGBT issues. All infor-
mation was collected with the informed consent from both
partners and approval from the Ethical committee of the Fac-
ulty of Philosophy in Novi Sad. We tested differences by age
and length of relationship and did not find statistically sig-
nificant differences between groups. Most participants have
completed formal education and the majority were em-
ployed. There were 50 unemployed participants with an ap-
proximately equal representation in all three groups.

Instruments
All participants completed the same battery of scales. In order
to maintain anonymity and respect for participants' privacy,
only information on age, gender, sexual orientation, and du-
ration of relationship was collected on both partners.

The Experiences in Close Relationships Inventory - Revised (ECRI-R;
Brennan et al., 1998; Kamenov & Jelić, 2003) is a scale assess-
ing two dimensions of emotional attachment: anxiety ("I am
preoccupied with the worry of potentially losing my part-
ner") and avoidance ("I get nervous when my partner be-
comes too close emotionally"). The modified and abbreviated
version was used in this study (Kamenov & Jelić, 2003) con-
sisting of 18 items, nine per subscale, with a seven-point
answering scale. The reliability of each dimension was satis-
factory in our study, both on the entire sample and on specific
subsamples with α values ranging from 0.82 to 0.88 for anxi-
ety and 0.81 to 0.84 for avoidance.

Personal Attributes Questionnaire (PAQ; Spence, Helmreich, &
Stapp, 1974) is a questionnaire intended for the assessment of
which personality gender stereotype an individual belongs to.
The questionnaire consists of 16 items divided into two di-
mensions: the dimension of expressiveness (femininity) and
instrumentality (masculinity), with participants being asked
to assess to what degree a particular trait described their per-
sonality. The reliability of the expressiveness/femininity scale
was found to be satisfactory both on the entire sample and on
specific subsamples with α values ranging from 0.79 to 0.84.
The reliability of the instrumentality/masculinity subscale on
the entire sample and on specific subsamples is questionable
(α values from 0.61 to 0.68).417
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Attitudes toward Gender Roles Scale (ATGR; Kamenov, Jelić, &
Jugović, 2009) is a scale intended to assess attitudes toward
gender roles. It consists of 12 items (e.g. "The most important
decisions in the family should be made by the man") with
participants expressing their agreement on a seven-point Li-
kert-type scale. High scores on this scale point to a more egal-
itarian attitude toward gender roles, while lower ones to a
more traditional attitude. The internal consistency of this
scale was satisfactory in our study, both for the complete sam-
ple and for specific subsamples ranging from α = 0.87 to 0.88.

Need for Affect Scale (NFAS; Maio & Esses, 2001) is a question-
naire used for assessing the need to experience emotions, de-
fined as a general motivation that individuals experience to
embrace or avoid situations, as well as activities that can trig-
ger emotions in themselves or in other people. The scale con-
sists of 16 items (e.g. "Emotions help people cope with life") to
which participants respond on a seven-point Likert-type scale.
The authors of the scale reported high internal consistency,
good construct validity, and test-retest reliability (Maio & Esses,
2001). In our study, the reliability of this scale was satisfacto-
ry with α values ranging from 0.80 to 0.83.

The Love Scale (LS; Braiker & Kelly, 1979) determines a person's
assessment of love for their romantic partner, how much they
are "meant for each other," how loyal a person is to the part-
ner, etc. A participant's task is to express his/her level of agree-
ment with the items on a nine-point Likert-type scale. Higher
scores indicate greater intensity of perceived love, loyalty,
and sense of belonging with the partner. The reliability of this
scale was satisfactory in our study and α was in the range of
0.85 to 0.88, depending on the subsample.

Ways of Showing Love (WSL; Huić et al., 2010) is a scale intend-
ed for assessment of the way a person expresses love and
how their romantic partner expresses it. It consists of 49 state-
ments which describe different ways in which love can be
shown (e.g. "When we're not together, I send or leave him
love notes"). The participants' task was to indicate how much
these statements related to them and then assess how much
the statements are true for their romantic partner on a five-
-point Likert-type scale. The items have two forms: How I show
love and How my partner shows love. The reliability of the entire
scale in both forms on the entire sample, as well as on sub-
samples, was high with α values ranging from 0.91 to 0.92 for
the participant's own expression of love and 0.94 to 0.96 for
the partner's expression of love.418
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Quality of Sexual Interaction (Bartolac et al., 2011) is a scale
which assesses the degree to which a person's needs and
wishes are fulfilled in a sexual relationship with a partner.
The questionnaire consists of six items (e.g. "During sexual
intercourse, your partner provides you with the exact stimu-
lation you need") with a five-point Likert-type answering
scale. The reliability of this scale in our study was not satis-
factory for the entire sample and for various subsamples, as it
ranged from α = 0.52 to α = 0.58. The analysis of the contri-
bution of single questions within the scale showed that two
items significantly lowered the reliability of the whole scale.
By removing these items, the reliability was raised up to 0.78
to 0.83, depending on whether the entire sample was taken
into account or specific subsamples.

Scale of General Marital Satisfaction is a single-item measure
("How satisfied are you with your relationship overall?") that
assesses general satisfaction with the romantic relationship.
Participants respond to this item on a nine-point Likert-type
scale. This approach attempts to obtain a global assessment of
how much pleasure romantic partners get from their rela-
tionship, disregarding possible daily or periodical oscillations,
as well as a potentially ambivalent relationship toward some
personality traits of the partner or some characteristics of the
relationship itself. To achieve this, the question on relation-
ship satisfaction was presented in the middle of the battery,
following the questions on individual characteristics and pre-
ceding those on the relationship.

Data analysis
We used the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM)
(Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006) in Mplus 7.31 (Muthen & Muth-
en, 2015) to test our hypothesized structural models. APIMs
(Kenny et al., 2006) are statistical methods making it possible
to examine how an individual's predictor variables simulta-
neously and independently relate to their own criterion vari-
able and to the partner's criterion variable. Accordingly, the
APIM model provides separate but simultaneous measures of
actor and partner effects. In this example, actor effects cap-
ture the association between individual's perception of per-
sonal and relational characteristics and individual's romantic
relationship satisfaction after controlling for interdependency
in the dataset. Similarly, partner effects measure the associa-
tion between individual's perception of personal and rela-
tional characteristics and romantic relationship satisfaction of
their partners, after controlling for interdependency in the
dataset (Fincham & Cui, 2010). Three APIM models were con-
ducted, out of which one model was for distinguishable dy-419
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ads (heterosexual couples), and two models were for indis-
tinguishable dyads (male and female homosexual couples).

The significance of differences between groups formed
on the basis of gender and sexual orientation was tested by
using multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA), more pre-
cisely the Brown-Forsythe test.

RESULTS
Descriptive statistics and the testing of the significance of dif-
ferences between groups formed on the basis of gender and
sexual orientation were obtained by using multivariate analysis
of variance (MANOVA) (Table 1). The unequal sample groups'
sizes dictated the use of the Brown-Forsythe F test. On mea-
sures of expressivity, personal expression of love, a partner's
expression of love, and on the quality of sexual interaction,
there were no statistically significant differences across sub-
samples based on gender and sexual orientation. Men of ho-
mosexual orientation reported the lowest level of relationship
satisfaction, while the highest-level satisfaction was reported
by both men and women of heterosexual orientation.

Women Men Women Men
of het- of het- of homo- of homo-
erosexual erosexual sexual sexual Brown-
orientation orientation orientation orientation -Forsythe η2

M SD M SD M SD M SD F

Relationship satisfaction 8.07b 1.06 8.12b 1.12 7.95b 1.02 7.54a 1.57 4.68** 0.034

Individual characteristics
Anxiety 24.49b 10.42 24.46b 10.77 29.59a 12.39 33.02a 12.89 12.61** 0.089
Avoidance 17.72b 7.62 21.77a 10.18 22.73a 10.61 24.35a 10.15 3.11* 0.061
Expressivity 4.05 0.66 3.82 0.61 3.97 0.71 3.94 0.65 2.01 0.015
Instrumentality 3.40b 0.57 3.70a 0.56 3.51a,b 0.55 3.51a,b 0.49 5.16** 0.038
Gender roles attitude 6.18b 0.86 5.45a 1.12 6.37b 0.90 5.57a 1.16 19.68** 0.13
Need for affect 14.87a,b 14.17 10.49b 12.89 16.12a 15.43 11.54a,b 14.17 3.44* 0.026

Relationship characteristics
Perception of love 8.25b 0.77 8.20b 0.81 7.81a 1.09 7.76a 1.16 7.130** 0.048
Personal expression of love 196.76 20.10 202.11 22.97 204.60 24.24 199.46 23.37 2.474 0.017
Partner's expression of love 164.13 18.89 157.65 21.84 162.21 26.07 158.85 22.53 2.850 0.020
Quality of sexual interaction 17.69 2.68 17.53 2.71 18.17 2.83 17.29 2.71 0.372 0.015

Note: Standardized group means are as shown; *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01; Within rows, means with
different superscripts (a or b) are significantly different in pair-wise comparisons.

Participants of heterosexual orientation, regardless of their
gender, report less anxiety as a dimension of emotional attach-
ment compared to persons of homosexual orientation. In con-
trast to the dimension of anxiety where lower scores are ob-
tained by those of homosexual orientation, the lowest scores
for emotional attachment – avoidance are obtained by wo-420
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men of heterosexual orientation while the remaining three
groups do not significantly differ from each other in this
aspect. On the scale of masculinity/instrumentality, men and
women of homosexual orientation do not differ, and their
scores do not diverge from those obtained by heterosexual
participants. A statistically significant difference is only regis-
tered in heterosexual couples, where men score higher on
this dimension than do women.

The grouping of values concerning gender role attitudes
is observed not with regard to sexual orientation but with
regard to gender. Women are generally more prone to an ega-
litarian attitude toward gender roles, while men, regardless
of sexual orientation, are more inclined toward a traditional
view of gender roles. This variable yielded the largest differ-
ence between groups, which reached high effect size.

Although most differences on the measure of need for
affect are not statistically significant, it is evident that women
of homosexual orientation have a more pronounced need for
affect compared to men of heterosexual orientation.

Within the domain pertaining to the characteristics of re-
lationships, statistically significant differences between groups
are registered only regarding to the perception of love. In-
dividuals of heterosexual orientation generally perceive a
greater intensity of love in a romantic relationship, compared
to those of homosexual orientation. The difference is only evi-
dent with regard to sexual orientation and not gender.
However, it is a small effect size that should be noted.

Dyadic analysis
The associations of individual characteristics with romantic
relationship satisfactions were investigated using three Actor-
-Partner Independence Models: one distinguishable for het-
erosexual couples and two indistinguishable for both male
and female homosexual couples. For heterosexual women,
the model shows that individual characteristics have no influ-
ence on romantic relationship satisfaction (Table 2). By con-
trast, for heterosexual men, romantic relationship satisfaction
is predicted by both personal (β = 0.33, p < 0.01) and part-
ner's (β = 0.19, p < 0.05) need for affect. Patterns similar to
those seen for men in heterosexual couples were also detect-
ed in male and female homosexual couples. Need for affect
was found to have significant actor (β = 0.32, p < 0.01) and
partner effects (β = 0.21, p < 0.05) on females' relationship
satisfaction in homosexual relationships. In homosexual wo-
men, relationship satisfaction was found to correlate with their
personal need for affect as well as that of their partner's. Higher
levels on the measure of need for affect in an individual and
their partner were followed by higher relationship satisfaction
in this subgroup. Similarly, for men of homosexual orientation,421
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actor (β= 0.32, p < 0.01) and partner effects (β= 0.18, p < 0.01)
were found to be significant for the relation between need for
affect and relationship satisfaction. Effect size for the actor
effect of need for affect can be considered as moderate, while
effect size for partner effect for the same predictor is weak.
No actor and partner effects for other individual characteris-
tics proved significant.

Heterosexual Heterosexual Homosexual Homosexual
women men women men
B β B β B β B β

Anxiety Actor -1.88 -0.17 -1.88 -0.16 -0.45 -0.04 -1.22 -0.15
Partner 1.12 0.12 0.07 0.01 -0.35 -0.03 -1.53 -0.17

Avoidance Actor -0.05 -0.01 1.67 0.21 1.99 0.20 0.40 0.05
Partner -0.53 -0.06 -1.50 -0.18 -0.83 -0.08 0.26 0.03

Expressiveness Actor 0.09 0.14 0.09 0.18 0.04 0.06 0.05 0.11
Partner -0.08 -0.15 0.03 0.05 0.05 0.08 0.02 0.05

Instrumentality Actor 0.11 0.21 0.07 0.14 0.03 0.06 0.03 0.10
Partner -0.10 -0.20 0.07 0.14 0.04 0.08 0.01 0.04

Gender roles attitude Actor -0.11 -0.13 -0.08 -0.10 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.08
Partner 0.05 0.06 0.02 0.03 0.20 0.18 0.05 0.08

Need for affect Actor 0.11 0.14 0.29 0.33** 0.32 0.32** 0.22 0.32*
Partner 0.03 0.04 0.18 0.19* 0.21 0.21* 0.12 0.18*

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01
The next three APIM models tested the relationships be-

tween the relational characteristics and romantic relationship
satisfaction for both heterosexual couples and male and
female homosexual couples (Table 3). For heterosexual wo-
men, only personal perception of a partner's expression of
love (β = 0.42, p < 0.01) was a significant predictor of romantic
relationship satisfaction. Similarly, heterosexual men (β= 0.25,
p < 0.01) and homosexual women (β = 0.37, p < 0.01) ex-
pressed higher relationship satisfaction if they perceived
their partner's expression of love as higher. Significant actor
and partner effects were found for the relationship between
personal expression of love and relationship satisfaction for
both heterosexual and homosexual men. Heterosexual and
homosexual men reported more satisfaction with their ro-
mantic relationships if they showed love and their partners
also showed love. Along with personal expressions of love,
the perception of love (β = 0.31, p < 0.01) is also a significant
predictor of relationship satisfaction in homosexual men.
Effect size for all significant effects can be assessed as moder-
ate. Nonsignificant paths were found for quality of sexual
interaction and other unmentioned variables.422
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Heterosexual Heterosexual Homosexual Homosexual
women men women men
B β B β B β B β

Perception of love Actor 0.70 0.06 0.32 0.03 0.05 0.01 4.62 0.31**
Partner -1.11 -0.10 -2.13 -0.18 2.28 0.21 0.12 0.01

Personal expression Actor -0.67 -0.06 -2.52 0.26** 0.22 0.03 3.90 0.27**
of love Partner -0.80 -0.08 2.68 0.27** -1.51 -0.17 -2.93 0.20*

Partner's expression Actor 0.31 0.42** -0.80 0.25** 0.23 0.37** 0.05 0.07
of love Partner 0.04 0.05 -0.67 0.17 0.07 0.11 -0.12 -0.15

Quality of sexual Actor 0.05 0.08 0.04 -0.01 -0.02 -0.04 0.01 0.02
interaction Partner 0.02 0.04 0.31 0.05 0.09 0.19 -0.06 -0.10

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01

DISCUSSION
Two main hypotheses were defined in our study. First, we hy-
pothesized that differences exist in interpersonal characteris-
tics and relationship characteristics, as well as in the level of
satisfaction within a romantic relationship between our four
subgroups of participants formed on the basis of gender and
sexual orientation. The second hypothesis was that individ-
ual and relationship characteristics have a significant predic-
tive value for relationship satisfaction, irrespective of the par-
ticipant subsample. We expected to find differences in variables
measured but anticipated too that the relationship between
predictor and criterion variables would remain the same. We
will discuss the particular results for each of the hypotheses
separately.

First, we attempted to answer the question of whether
heterosexual couples differ significantly from homosexual
couples in relationship satisfaction. At the very beginning, it
is important to emphasize that in our study all participants as
a group show a high degree of satisfaction with their rela-
tionships, which can be explained by the fact that all the rela-
tionships are still in the first developmental phase in which
high satisfaction with the relationship is expected (Glenn,
1998). Peplau and Fingerhut (2007) mention one of the exist-
ing stereotypes associated with homosexual couples as being
unhappy and dissatisfied in their romantic relationships. Our
study has confirmed that this is in fact just a stereotype.
However, a difference in satisfaction is observed with regard
to sexual orientation in a way that persons from the hetero-
sexual population and women from the homosexual popula-
tion are more satisfied with their relationships than men from423
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the homosexual population. We postulated numerous rea-
sons for this that begin with pronounced social marginaliza-
tion (Hatzenbuehler & Pachankis, 2016; Lewis, Derlega, Grif-
fin, & Krowinski, 2003; Peplau & Beals, 2004) and lack of sup-
port from the nuclear family (Kurdek, 2001; Soler, Caldwell,
Córdova, Harper, & Bauermeister, 2018), and go all the way to
the importance of gender roles with regard to satisfaction in
a partner relationship (Huston, 2000; Matud, Bethencourt, &
Ibáñez, 2014).

When intergroup differences are observed, the results
show that heterosexual women are the least avoiding com-
pared to all other groups. However, all groups have a very
low score on this dimension. These results can be explained by
gender roles which teach men to be more autonomous, to
show less emotion, to be independent and assertive while they
teach women to be close, intimate, and warm (Strickland, 2010).

Our study confirmed gender differences in attitudes to-
ward gender roles which were obtained in previous studies
(Brkić, Mihić, Karić, & Jerković, 2013) in a way that women
are significantly more egalitarian in their attitudes toward
gender roles than men. The findings of this study now fur-
ther support this hypothesis by showing that egalitarianism
in women is not influenced by sexual orientation.

The results of this study show no differences in feminin-
ity between the groups. This is important because it indicates
that homosexual men are no more feminine than heterosexu-
al men, but also speaks against homosexual women being less
feminine than heterosexual women. Finding no differences in
femininity, i.e. expressiveness, between groups is opposed to
the existing stereotypes of homosexual persons, but it is also
opposed to the attitude that heterosexual women, in accor-
dance with gender roles, are more expressive than heterosex-
ual men (Liben, Bigler, Ruble, Martin, & Powlishta, 2002). Re-
garding the dimension of masculinity, it can be seen that wo-
men and men of homosexual orientation are no different to
women and men of heterosexual orientation. This finding dis-
putes the stereotype of differences between homosexual and
heterosexual persons. The only difference that was found was
between men and women of heterosexual orientation, which
points to the significance of gender roles in the socialization
of heterosexual men (Strickland, 2010).

Numerous studies confirm gender differences in the ex-
pression of need for affect, and it is considered that processes
of social learning can lead to these differences (Huić, 2012;
Huić et al., 2010; Leone & Presaghi, 2007; Maio & Esses, 2001;
Mihić & Huić, 2012). Our results confirm gender differences
in experiencing emotions, but only between men of hetero-
sexual orientation and women of homosexual orientation.424

DRU[. ISTRA@. ZAGREB
GOD. 29 (2020), BR. 3,
STR. 413-430

BRKIĆ-JOVANOVIĆ, N.
ET AL.:
RELATIONSHIP...



Differences are observed in the perception of love and
intimacy as well. Men and women of homosexual orientation
have a lower perception of love in a relationship compared to
men and women of heterosexual orientation. Another impor-
tant finding of this study is that we found no significant dif-
ferences in the assessment of sexual interaction quality. Also,
the difference in the frequencies of love shown by a person
and by the partner is nonexistent between the observed four
groups of participants.

These results speak in favor of the existence of significant
differences in most tested constructs with regard to gender
and sexual orientation. The hypothesis that belonging to a
particular subgroup defines certain individual characteristics
and behaviors was thus confirmed.

When all individual characteristics are included in dyad-
-level models of prediction of relationship satisfaction, they do
not significantly predict satisfaction with the romantic rela-
tionship and neither actor, nor partner effects are registered,
except when the need for affect is concerned. In women of
heterosexual orientation, individual characteristics show no
effect on satisfaction, while in other subgroups the need for
affect shows actor and partner effects. The processes remain
the same in all three groups of participants: with an increase
in one's own, and in the partner's need for affect, there is an
increase in relationship satisfaction.

Where relationship characteristics are concerned, a sig-
nificant contribution to satisfaction with the romantic rela-
tionship is registered in all theoretically hypothesized predic-
tors, except for the quality of sexual interaction. Predictors of
relationship satisfaction differ with regard to gender and sex-
ual orientation, although certain similarities have been
observed.

Our study confirmed the importance of the way in which
love is shown, in the sense of frequency, and for the satisfac-
tion with a romantic relationship in men regardless of sexual
orientation. Both actor and partner effects were observed. In
persons of heterosexual orientation, as well as women of ho-
mosexual orientation, the actor effect is significant for rela-
tionship satisfaction in the perception of the extent to which
a partner shows love. In homosexual men, the individual per-
ception of love contributes to satisfaction within a romantic
relationship.

These findings do not support the viewpoint that the
functioning of romantic relationships and the relationship of
variables within the tested model is constant irrespective of
sexual orientation. Belonging to a subgroup that is formed
based on sexual orientation seems to determine effect sizes
between predictors and the criterion. These results confirm
the position taken by the author of the theoretical model425
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which postulates the mutual effects of the three domains on
each other. They also substantiate the claims that social con-
text can change the intensity and way in which the remain-
ing two domains influence relationship satisfaction.

This study has several significant limitations that need to
be observed. First of all, relationship satisfaction was extreme-
ly high in most participants belonging to all three sample
groups, which is an important finding to be considered when
the results of this study are concerned. Also, participants
were recruited with the help of non-government organiza-
tions dealing with LGBT issues. At least one of the partners
had some sort of association with these organizations, which
limits the generalizability of results to homosexual couples
who are at least minimally incorporated in the existing sup-
port systems. Also, a number of potential participants did not
consent to being part of this study (around 30%). Lastly, it is
important to emphasize that in 70% of these cases, refusal
was on both sides, while in 30% of couples who declined par-
ticipation, only one of the partners did not wish to partici-
pate. This further limits the generalizability of the results.
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Ukorijenjena u Hustonovom (2000) modelu prilagodbe u
romantičnim vezama, svrha je ove studije bila provjeriti
postoje li razlike u individualnim značajkama i značajkama
veza između četiriju skupina sudionika koje su formirane na
temelju spola i seksualne orijentacije te utvrditi prediktivnu
vrijednost jednih i drugih značajki za zadovoljstvo vezom.
Uzorak je obuhvatio ukupno 100 heteroseksualnih parova i
50 muških i 50 ženskih homoseksualnih parova. Od
pojedinačnih karakteristika potreba za emocijama je važni
prediktor zadovoljstva romantičnom vezom i postiže
značajne aktorske i partnerske učinke na zadovoljstvo vezom
u svim podskupinama, osim kod heteroseksualnih žena.
Osobni izraz ljubavi također postiže aktorski i partnerski
učinak na zadovoljstvo vezom heteroseksualnih i
homoseksualnih muškaraca. Učinak partnerovog izraza
ljubavi (aktorski učinak) na zadovoljstvo odnosa zabilježen
je u svim skupinama, osim kod homoseksualnih muškaraca.
Ova studija nudi mogućnost integriranja znanja o razlikama
između heteroseksualnih i homoseksualnih parova u
kontekstu modela prilagodbe u romantičnim vezama.

Ključne riječi: zadovoljstvo romantičnom vezom, seksualna
orijentacija, individualne razlike, značajke veze, dijadski
model
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