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Abstract
The goal of this study was to examine whether family involvement and gender moderated
daily changes in affect associated with interpersonal stressors. Adults (N = 2022; Mage =
56.25, Median = 56, SD = 12.20, Range = 33–84) from the second wave of the National
Study of Daily Experiences participated in eight consecutive daily diaries. Each day they
reported whether a daily interpersonal stressor occurred, whether family was involved,
and their positive and negative affect. Results from multilevel models indicated that family
involvement did not significantly moderate daily interpersonal stressor-affect associa-
tions; however, gender was a significant moderator in some instances. Women showed
greater increases in negative affective reactivity to arguments and avoided arguments
compared to men. Further, compared to men, women reported larger decreases in
positive affective reactivity, but only for avoided arguments. Neither family involvement,
gender, nor the interaction between family involvement and gender predicted affective
residue. Gender differences in daily interpersonal stressors and affective reactivity may be
attributable to overarching gender norms and roles that are still salient in the U.S. Our
results suggest that daily interpersonal stressors may be detrimental to affective well-
being, regardless of family involvement. Future work should explore associations be-
tween daily interpersonal stressors and family involvement by specific relationship roles,
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such as mother or spouse, for a more comprehensive understanding of what stressor
characteristics impact daily affective well-being.
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Interpersonal, daily stress processes, affective reactions, family, gender

Experiences in daily life, including interpersonal experiences, are often innocuous or
positive; however, a number are negative (Gunaydin et al., 2016). Indeed, daily stressors
involving an individual’s social network—termed interpersonal daily stressors—are the
most commonly occurring and distressing type of daily stressor (Almeida, 2005; Bolger
et al., 1989; Cichy et al., 2007). Research suggests that these interpersonal daily stressors
are associated with poorer physical (Leger et al., 2018), mental (Charles et al., 2013),
emotional (Schilling & Diehl, 2014), and cognitive (Stawski et al., 2019) health. One
critical mechanism linking daily stress and health occurs through affective responses to a
daily stressor, such as an increase in negative affect during or following an argument (e.g.,
Almeida, 2005; Stawski et al., 2019; Witzel & Stawski, 2021). Considerable research has
shown that affective responses to daily stressors, or stressor-related affect, vary within-
persons over time (Almeida et al., 2011) and stressor-related affect may persist after the
day when stressors occurred (i.e., affective residue; Witzel & Stawski, 2021). Less is
known, however, about what stressor characteristics may moderate stressor-affect as-
sociations (Witzel & Stawski, 2021). In addition, individual characteristics, such as
gender, have explained differential stressor-related affect (Almeida, 2005; Bolger et al.,
1989; Stawski et al., 2019) but have not been comprehensively examined in conjunction
with stressor characteristics. As such, it is unclear how stressor characteristics and in-
dividual characteristics may interact to influence stressor-related affect. One way to
address this gap is by examining characteristics of daily stressors – such as who was
involved in a daily stressor – and of individuals – such as gender – as moderators of
affective responses to daily stressors. The goal of this study was to evaluate whether
stressor-related affect associated with interpersonal daily stressors depended on either
family involvement (a stressor characteristic), or gender (an individual characteristic), or
both.

Conceptual models of daily stress processes and developmental theoretical per-
spectives imply that adults occupy multiple social roles, which inherently leads to diverse
interpersonal experiences and associated stressor-related affect (Almeida, 2005; Elder,
1994; Settersten, 2018). Family relationships are some of the closest relationships in-
dividuals have, shaping well-being and development (Settersten, 2018); therefore, in-
terpersonal stressors involving family may produce a stronger affective response than
those not involving family. In addition, gender is an important individual characteristic to
consider when investigating interpersonal stressors because gender influences stressor-
related affect as well as family roles and relationships (Blackstone, 2003). As such,
studying family involvement in daily interpersonal stressors necessitates investigating the
role of gender as well. Understanding how both stressor characteristics and individual
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differences influence stressor-related affect could help inform interventions by identifying
(a) what type of interpersonal stressors (involving family members or not) might be most
impactful to target to reduce negative stressor-affect associations and who (i.e., men or
women) might benefit from these interventions.

Daily stress process model

Widely recognized by stress researchers, the daily stress process (DSP) model depicts
how daily, routine challenges disrupt daily life, and accumulate to influence longer-term
health and well-being (Almeida, 2005). Almeida (2005) acknowledges that daily stressors
are not comparable; instead, some daily stressors are more detrimental than others. The
DSP model depicts stressor exposure and stressor reactivity as mechanisms linking daily
stressors to health and affective well-being. Stressor exposure refers to the likelihood an
individual experiences a daily stressor, and stressor reactivity refers to the likelihood that
individuals will have an emotional reaction to the stressor exposure. This conceptual
model is widely recognized by stress researchers and both exposure and reactivity have
been associated with a host of health and well-being outcomes (e.g., Charles et al., 2013;
Piazza et al., 2013; Sin et al., 2015; Stawski et al., 2019) and even increased mortality
(Chiang et al., 2018). As will be discussed in detail later, the DSP model also delineates
both stressor and individual characteristics that can impact stressor-related affect.

Affective reactivity and residue

More recently, research on daily stress processes has highlighted additional dimensions of
affective responses to daily stressors complementing stressor reactivity (Smyth et al.,
2018; Smyth et al., 2022). Such dimensions, broadly referred to as stressor-related affect
and operationalized as changes in affect related to a daily stressor (Stawski et al., 2019),
can be reflected by both increased negative affect (NA) and decreased positive affect (PA;
Watson, 1988). Further, stressor-related affect is an umbrella term including affective
responses over different temporal intervals: same-day (reactivity) and next-day (residue)
affective reactions to a stressful experience (Witzel & Stawski, 2021). For example, on a
given day, an individual may have an argument with a family member and become angry
that same day (reactivity) and continue to be angry the next day (residue).

Affective reactivity is a known mechanism linking daily stress to worse physical
(Charles et al., 2013), mental (Piazza et al., 2013), cognitive (Stawski et al., 2019), and
biological (Sin et al., 2016) health. Recent research additionally supports examining
stressor-related affect into the following day to better understand both proximal and
prolonged effects of daily stressors (Smyth & Heron, 2016; Smyth et al., 2022). Indeed,
although sparse compared to research on affective reactivity, recent evidence suggests that
affective residue is a complementary mechanism linking daily stress to poorer health
outcomes including less sleep (Leger et al., 2020) and worse emotional (Leger et al.,
2019) and physical (Leger et al., 2018) health. Although the literature on moderators of
affective reactivity and residue continues to grow, it is still largely unclear how both
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stressor characteristics and individual differences moderate affective reactivity and
residue.

Daily stressor and individual characteristics of
stressor-affect associations

According to the DSP model (Almeida, 2005), both daily stressor characteristics and
individual difference characteristics moderate stressor reactivity. First, as mentioned
previously, daily stressors and their impact on health and well-being are not invariant
(Almeida, 2005). As such, stressor characteristics, including the type of daily stressor (i.e.,
content) and who was involved in a daily stressor (i.e., focus of involvement), help explain
the differential influence of daily stressors on health and well-being. In this study, we
examined one type of daily stressor: daily interpersonal stressors. The impact of daily
interpersonal stressors on daily affect could additionally vary by who was involved, such
as family members. Second, the DSP model recognizes individual differences in exposure
and reactivity to daily stressors. Individual difference characteristics, termed resilience
and vulnerability factors, such as gender, also modify exposure and affective reactivity to
daily stressors. Below we provide our rationale for focusing on daily interpersonal
stressors, as well as family involvement and gender as potential moderators, in under-
standing affective reactivity and residue.

Daily interpersonal stressors

According to life course theory (Elder, 1994), the tenet of linked lives underscores the
importance of social relationships and interactions therein for affect, specifically, and
development, broadly. Theorists have proposed, for example, that people influence and
are influenced by the lives of family and others that they interact with (Settersten, 2015).
Social interactions with people occur quite often, with research suggesting that indi-
viduals between the ages of 20 and 80 experienced an average of approximately twelve
social interactions per day (Zhaoyang et al., 2020). Thus, understanding the context of
these interactions, particularly negative social interactions, may provide a deeper un-
derstanding of how daily life disrupts daily affective well-being.

These negative social interactions, termed daily interpersonal stressors, are among the
most common and distressing type of negative daily experience (Bolger et al., 1989;
Charles et al., 2009; Rook, 2001). Indeed, Almeida (2005) reported that daily inter-
personal stressors made up 50% of daily stressor events in a sample of 1483 adults.
Moreover, evidence suggests that daily interpersonal stressors are nearly twice as
emotionally distressing as other types of daily stressors (Bolger et al., 1989) and are
uniquely related to both worse daily (Birditt et al., 2005; Cichy et al., 2012; Witzel &
Stawski, 2021) and global reports of well-being (Fuentecilla et al., 2020). However,
appraisals, de-escalation, and coping associated with interpersonal daily stressors may
differ by type of interpersonal daily stressors. As such, and in line with previous research
(e.g., Almeida, 2005; Birditt et al., 2005; Charles et al., 2009; Witzel & Stawski, 2021),
the current study differentiates daily interpersonal stressors into arguments and avoided
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arguments. Arguments refer to stressful interactions occurring between two individuals,
whereas avoided arguments are negative interpersonal interactions that could have oc-
curred, but did not (Almeida, 2005; Witzel & Stawski, 2021). Both arguments and
avoided arguments have previously been uniquely associated with negative and positive
affect (e.g., Witzel & Stawski, 2021).

Family involvement as a moderator of stressor-affect associations

The DSP model suggests that the focus of involvement (i.e., who is involved) is one
characteristic of daily stressors that may moderate stressor-affect associations. From a life
course theoretical perspective, Settersten (2018) acknowledges that family relationships
are some of the most intimate and intertangled relationships individuals have. Midlife is a
time of expansive family relationships—often individuals are married, are parents, and
interact with in-laws, their own parents, and grandparents. Therefore, during midlife,
family is a prominent proximal relationship in daily life that influences individual health
and well-being (Antonucci, 2001; Bronfenbrenner, 1995; Elder, 1994).

Indeed, research demonstrates that family involvement plays an integral part in the
influence stressors have on affective well-being (e.g., Antonucci et al., 1998; Birditt et al.,
2005; Cichy et al., 2012) and developmental processes (Elder, 1994). Some extant re-
search has focused specifically on daily family stressors (e.g., Birditt et al., 2005; Cichy
et al., 2012). Both Birditt and colleagues (2005) and Cichy and colleagues (2012) ex-
plored the impact of interpersonal stressors by whom was involved. Cichy et al. (2012)
reported for both White and Black adults, arguments involving family were associated
with worse negative affect and positive affect reactivity and worse negative affective
residue compared to days when no family stressor occurred. Only affective residue,
specifically prolonged elevation of negative affect, was significantly larger for Black
adults compared to White adults.

In another study, Birditt et al. (2005) disaggregated family interpersonal stressors by
who was involved. Specifically, they explored the impact of who was involved (both
family and non-family) in a daily interpersonal stressor on behavioral and emotional
reactivity. They conceptualized behavioral reactions as strategies used in reaction to a
stressor (i.e., active or passive and constructive or destructive) and referred to emotional
reactions as how stressful the experience was. Birditt et al. (2005) compared associations
across four distinct categories of individuals involved in the stressor: spouse/partner,
child, other family, or non-family. Results suggested that individuals reported more
interpersonal tensions with individuals outside the family, followed by spouses or
partners. Further, the emotional severity of the stressor varied between categories; in-
terpersonal stressors involving children were associated with more stress compared to
interpersonal stressors involving spouses, but there was no clear indication whether
severity differed as a function of family involvement compared to non-family in-
volvement. It is additionally important to note that Birditt and colleagues (2005) focused
on severity ratings of stressors, not affective reactions (e.g., anger, sadness) reflected in
changes affect associated with an interpersonal stressor. Unfortunately, neither study
directly compared interpersonal stressors involving non-family members to interpersonal

Witzel et al. 5



stressors involving family members, so it is unclear whether family involvement dif-
ferentially impacts stressor-related affect. Thus, our first aim was to assess whether family
involvement differentially moderates the association between interpersonal daily stressors
and stressor-related affect compared to interpersonal daily stressors not involving family.

Gender as a moderator of stressor-affect associations

Gender is a socially constructed role and structural system that underlies all social in-
teractions and the inequalities therein (Ridgeway & Correll, 2004). Specifically, gender
role theories posit that differential experiences between men and women are due to
societies,’ groups,’ and individuals’ beliefs, norms, and expectations about gender
(Aneshensel & Pearlin, 1987; Blackstone, 2003; Eisend, 2019). As such, gender roles and
norms impact health and well-being, and in the DSP model, gender is an individual
characteristic proposed to explain vulnerability or resilience to daily stress (Almeida,
2005;Matud, 2004; Verma et al., 2011). Further, Dedovic and colleagues (2009) theorized
that differences in the physiological responses to stress through the HPA axis cannot be
explained solely through biological means; instead, gender socialization provides a
foundation for understanding differences in the daily stress process. As such, gender may
moderate associations between daily interpersonal stressors and stressor-related affect.
Accordingly, both experimental and naturalistic studies reveal gender differences in
exposure (Almeida & Kessler, 1998; Matud, 2004) and biological reactivity (Stroud et al.,
2002 in Dedovic et al., 2009) to stress. Almeida and Kessler (1998) found women re-
ported higher frequency of daily stress and a higher frequency of highly stressful days
compared to men. Moreover, women reported more family demands, whereas husbands
had more frequent arguments with single or multiple others. In addition, Matud (2004)
found that while there were few gender differences in life events, women reported more
family-related events than men. These associations may highlight the socialization
process by which women are socialized in Western cultures to emphasize social inte-
gration and social networks compared to men. In addition, women reported more health-
and family-related stressful events compared to men (Almeida & Kessler, 1998; Matud,
2004).

Research examining gender differences in affective reactivity to daily stressors has
yielded mixed results (e.g., Almeida & Kessler, 1998; Birditt et al., 2005; Matud, 2004).
Compared to men, women reported more distress (Almeida & Kessler, 1998; Matud,
2004) and were more affectively reactive (Birditt et al., 2005) on stressor days than non-
stressor days; however, other studies have shown gender differences in some indices of
stressor-related affect to be non-significant (e.g., Sin et al., 2016). Studies also suggest
gender differences in stressor-related affect to daily stressors generally and interpersonal
stressors specifically (Almeida & Kessler, 1998; Birditt & Fingerman, 2003). For ex-
ample, Almeida and Kessler (1998) found that, compared to men, women were more
reactive when an interpersonal argument occurred, but did not observe gender differences
in staying distressed following a daily stressor (i.e., residue). By contrast, Birditt and
Fingerman (2003) found women reported a higher intensity of emotional reactivity and
prolonged duration of emotional reactions compared to men. Importantly, these studies
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differ in several dimensions, including sample demographics, operationalization of
stressors, and measures employed, which may account inconsistencies in findings across
studies. Almeida and Kessler (1998), for example, operationalized stressors as an ex-
posure to common stressors every day whereas Birditt and Fingerman (2003) asked
participants to discuss an emotionally upsetting situation with someone within their close
social relationships. Taken together, there is reasonably robust evidence of gender dif-
ferences in affective reactivity associated with interpersonal daily stressors, but research
on and evidence for gender differences in affective residue is comparatively scant. Given
the mixed findings regarding gender differences in affective responses to daily stressors, it
may be that clarifying the nature of gender differences depends on family involvement in
interpersonal daily stressors.

Interaction of family involvement and gender in stressor-affect associations

The life course theoretical perspective highlights the import of gender differences in daily
life and development, and researchers (Moen, 2011) have noted that men and women lead
different lives resulting from socialized pre-existing schema. These differing lives and
pre-existing schema help shape policies and practices that reproduce and re-enforce
gender roles within the family. As such, gender shapes the behaviors and roles of family
life as well as interactions with family members. Although egalitarian gender role at-
titudes have increased, traditional gender role behaviors persist in U.S. families as women
continue to shoulder family-related demands such as housework, parenting across all
stages of child development, and kin work (Perry-Jenkins & Gerstel, 2020). Conversely,
traditional and on-going gender roles for men include being the primary breadwinner of
the family, responsible for financial and job security (Perry-Jenkins & Gerstel, 2020).
Despite changing family expectations, men are still more likely to work overtime and full-
time compared to women (Cha & Weeden, 2014).

Gender differences within relationships and social networks have garnered consid-
erable attention in literature. Research suggests that compared to men, women tend to be
more relationship-oriented (e.g., Moskowitz et al., 1994), have a larger social network
(Antonucci, 1985; Antonucci & Akiyama, 1987), and be more integrated into said social
networks (Thomas et al., 2017; Umberson et al., 1996). Further, Zhaoyang et al. (2018)
found that across five ecological momentary assessments every day for 7 days, 45% of
individuals’ social interactions were with family members, and although this percentage
did not differ by gender, it is important to note that they did not examine how these
interactions may influence health and well-being. As such, while the number of family
interactions may not differ by gender, reactions to daily stressors with family may differ
by gender (Birditt & Fingerman, 2003). These differences may be attributable to gender
attitudes, identities, and social norms, the overarching cultural beliefs and structures vis-
à-vis gender and have implications for men’s and women’s health, with women more
vulnerable to stress involving family.
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Current study

The current study leveraged the daily diary design of the second wave of the National
Study of Daily Experiences (NSDE II) to examine family involvement, as a stressor
characteristic, and gender, as an individual difference characteristic, associated with
stressor-related affect to interpersonal daily stressors. First, we examined family in-
volvement as a moderator of changes in negative and positive affect associated with
interpersonal daily stressors. We predicted that when an interpersonal daily stressor
involves family, participants would report increases in stressor-related affect compared to
when interpersonal daily stressors do not involve family (H1). Specifically, we predicted
that same-day (i.e., affective reactivity) and next-day (i.e., affective residue) changes in
negative and positive affect would be larger when daily interpersonal stressors involve
family compared to when they do not. Second, we explored the potential gender dif-
ferences stressor-related affect associated with interpersonal daily stressors. We hy-
pothesized that when interpersonal daily stressors occur, women would report increases
stressor-related affect compared to men (H2). Specifically, compared to men, women
would exhibit larger same-day (i.e., affective reactivity) and next-day (i.e., affective
residue) change in negative and positive affect associated with daily interpersonal
stressors. Finally, we examined the interaction between family involvement and gender on
the associations between interpersonal daily stressors and stressor-related affect. We
hypothesized that women would be more impacted by interpersonal daily stressors when
family is involved and less impacted by interpersonal daily stressors when family is not
involved compared to men (H3). Specifically, when an interpersonal daily stressor occurs
and involves family, women would report larger increases in negative and larger decreases
in positive affect in the same-day (i.e., affective reactivity) and next-day (i.e., affective
residue) compared to men. Further, when an interpersonal daily stressor occurs and does
not involve family, women would report smaller increases in negative and smaller de-
creases in positive affect in the same-day (i.e., affective reactivity) and next-day (i.e.,
affective residue) compared to men.

Method

Procedure and participants

We utilized data from the second wave of the National Study of Daily Experiences
(NSDE) in the national study of Midlife in the United States (MIDUS; see Almeida, 2005;
Cichy et al., 2012; Stawski et al., 2019 for more information). The aim of the MIDUS
study is to understand how a variety of factors influence health and well-being as people
age from early adulthood into midlife and old age. From 1995 to 1996, approximately
7100 people participated in the first wave of the MIDUS data collection. This baseline
sample included individuals from a national random digit dialing sample and over-
sampling from five metropolitan areas within the U.S. A subset of the MIDUS project
participants also participated in the NSDE (from 1996–1997), an end-of-day diary study
that includes eight consecutive days of data obtained via phone interviews.
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For the present study, we utilized data from 2022 participants in the second wave of the
daily diary component of the MIDUS project: the NSDE II. The NSDE II data collection
occurred approximately 10 years after the first wave from 2004 to 2009 (Almeida, 2005).
Each of the eight end-of-day phone interviews lasted 10 to 15 minutes, and respondents
reported the interpersonal stressors they experienced that day and their affect. Over the
8 days, participants responded to 14,912 of the 16,176 possible daily interviews (92%
completion rate). The MIDUS and NSDE data are publicly available (https://www.icpsr.
umich.edu) and over three hundred related publications stem from these data (http://
midus.wisc.edu/). Participants’ ages ranged from 33–84 (Mage = 56.25, Median = 56, SD
= 12.20). See Table 1 for more information pertaining to demographic characteristics.

Measures

Affect. Positive and negative affect were measured with twenty-seven items (Mroczek &
Kolarz, 1998;Watson et al., 1988). Participants rated how often they felt a certain emotion
on a scale of none of the time (0) to all of the time (4). An example of the negative affect

Table 1. Demographic information.

Percent of sample (N = 2022)

Race
White 83.88
Minority 16.12

Gender
Men 42.78
Women 57.22

Sexual orientation
Straight 97.16
Lesbian or gay 1.68
Bisexual 1.16

Marital status
Married 72.26
Other 27.74

Education
Less than high school 36.00
Some college 46.29
Bachelors or higher 17.71

Student status
Student (full or part-time) 0.76
Not student 99.24

Received disability benefits in past 12 months
Yes 4.49
No 95.51
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items is, “How much of the time today did you feel anxious?” An example of the positive
affect items is, “How much of the time today did you feel cheerful?” 14 negative emotion
items and 13 positive emotion items were averaged to create negative (αwithin = 0.77,
αbetween = 0.97) and positive (αwithin = 0.86, αbetween = 0.99) affective scores for each day
(Scott et al., 2020). The intraclass correlation coefficients (ICC) of the unconditional
models were .47 and .67 for negative and positive affect, respectively.

Interpersonal stressors. The Daily Inventory of Stressful Events (DISE; Almeida &
Kessler, 1998; Almeida et al., 2002) provided information on interpersonal daily
stressors. The DISE is a semi-structured measure consisting of probe questions for daily
stressors. Initially, participants reported if a specific type of negative event (e.g., argu-
ment, work, network stressor) occurred within the last 24 hours or since the last time they
were contacted. The different stressors were coded as the daily stressor did not occur (0)
or the specific daily stressor did occur (1). For our purposes, we only utilize data from
items probing experiences of arguments and avoided arguments. The item for arguments
was, “Did you have an argument or disagreement with anyone since (this time/we spoke)
yesterday?” For avoided arguments, participants were asked, “Since (this time/we spoke)
yesterday, did anything happen that you could have argued about, but you decided to let
pass in order to avoid a disagreement?”

Family involvement. If a daily stressor occurred, participants were asked the following,
“Think of the most stressful (type of stressor here) you had since yesterday. Who was that
with?” The participant reported one person the event included, and the item was coded
from spouse or partner [including ex-] (1), to no one else was involved (25). For the
purposes of this study, who is involved was coded as no family was involved (0), or family
was involved (1). The family members included in family involvement were spouse or
partner, child or grandchild, parent, sibling, general family, or other relative.

Gender. Gender was assessed with one question; participants indicated whether they were
a man (1) or woman (2). No other genders were indicated.

Covariates. Marital status (married or not), age, race (White or other), education (high
school/GED or less, some college, bachelor’s degree or more), day in study (1-8), and day
of week (weekday or weekend) were included as covariates given their relationships to
daily stressor-affect associations (Almeida & Horn, 2004; Almeida, 2005; Stawski et al.,
2019).

Analytic strategy

We utilized multilevel modeling due to the clustered nature of the data and to allow for
time-varying associations among the interpersonal daily stressors and affect. Analyses
utilized maximum likelihood estimation in SAS PROC MIXED v.9.4 (SAS Institute,
2013). We ran separate models for predicting daily negative and positive affect; both
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arguments and avoided arguments were included in the models simultaneously. Each
model covaried for marital status, age, race, education, day in study, and day of week.

Affectdi ¼ b00 þ b01ðArgumentsdiÞþ b02ðArgumentsdi�iÞ þ b03
�
Arguments Familydi

�

þ b04
�
Arguments Familydi�1

� þ b05ðAvoidedArgumentsdiÞ
þ b06ðAvoidedArgumentsdi�1Þþ b07

�
AvoidedArguments Familydi

�

þ b08
�
AvoidedArguments Familydi�1

�þ b09ðPerson Mean ArgumentsÞ
þ b09ðPerson Mean Avoided ArgumentsÞ þ U0iþ edi

(1)

The above equation (equation (1)) is an example of the models employed and, for
brevity, does not include parameters for covariates. The intercept (b00) reflects level of
affect on days when neither arguments nor avoided arguments were reported. Affective
reactivity was represented by the time-varying effects of current day arguments (b01) and
avoided arguments (b05). Affective residue was similarly represented by time-varying
effects, but for previous-day arguments and avoided arguments (b02 & b06, respectively).
b03 and b07 represent the slope parameters for the time-varying associations of same-day
arguments and avoided arguments involving family where an individual’s change in
negative or positive affect depend on whether the stressor involved a family member. Of
note, family involvement was a measure that only occurs when a daily stressor has also
occurred, as such, the inclusion of the variable indicates its moderating status. b04 and b08
represent similar family involvement effects, but for previous day arguments and avoided
arguments involving family.

Three primary models included the time varying slopes representing the main effects of
family involvement and/or gender and the interactions between family involvement and
gender. Two models per affect valance were utilized and augmented from equation (1) for
each research question. Variables at level 1 (i.e., variables that vary across days) included
same day and previous day arguments and avoided arguments, family involvement in
both arguments and avoided arguments, day of week, and day in study. Level 2 variables
(i.e., person-level variables that are invariant) including person-mean frequencies of
arguments and avoided arguments across 8 days, gender, marital status, age, race, and
education. Two models were run for each hypothesis; models for negative affect are noted
in in the first three models in Table 2 and models for positive affect are noted in the second
three models in Table 2. Models 1 and 2 detail the moderating effects of gender and family
involvement separately for both negative and positive affect. Model 3 examines the
interaction between gender and family involvement on interpersonal daily stressor-affect
associations. Model fit (seen in Table 2) is indicated by lower -2LLs and BICs. Nested
model comparisons were evaluated using likelihood ratio Chi-square tests based on
changes in -2LLs and parameters estimated. While Model 3 resulted in lower -2LL,
indicative of better model fit relative to Models 1 and 2, there was minimal evidence
suggesting this change in model fit was statistically significant. Importantly, none of the
family involvement by gender interactions were statistically significant. As such, and to
maintain consistency in interpretation for hypotheses 1 and 2, our interpretations focused
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on the unique effects of family involvement and gender respectively indicated by Models
1 and 2 in Table 2. Of note, the significance and patterning of results was not impacted by
this decision.

Results

Descriptive statistics

Of the 2022 individuals in the full dataset, 1473 men (n = 604) and women (n = 869)
reported at least one argument or avoided argument during the 8 days of the study.
Individuals in the study reported 1355 arguments (9.10% of days); of these arguments,
886 (65.38%) involved family members. Similarly, 2177 individuals reported avoided
arguments (14.63% of days), and 1256 of these avoided arguments (57.69%) included
family members.

Family involvement as a moderator of stressor-affect associations

We predicted that when an interpersonal daily stressor involved family, participants would
report higher negative and lower positive affective reactivity and residue compared to
when interpersonal daily stressors did not involve family (H1). Note that the inclusion of
family involvement makes associations conditional on family involvement.

Reactivity. As seen in Models 1a and 1b in Table 2, family involvement did not moderate
associations between arguments or avoided arguments and affective reactivity for
negative or positive affect.

Residue. Family involvement did not significantly moderate associations between ar-
guments or avoided arguments and negative or positive affective residue (see Models 1a
and 1b in Table 2).

Gender as a moderator for stressor-affect associations

We hypothesized that when interpersonal daily stressors occur, women would report
higher negative and lower positive affective reactivity and residue compared to men (H2).

Reactivity. Models 2a and 2b in Table 2 show the interaction gender and both arguments
and avoided arguments for both negative and positive affective reactivity, respectively.
The interaction between gender and arguments or avoided arguments was significant for
some but not all associations (see Figure 1). Post hoc analyses, women exhibited sig-
nificantly greater increases in negative affect (estimate = 0.22, SE = 0.01, p < .0001)
compared to men (estimate = 0.16, SE = 0.02, p < .0001) on days when an argument
occurred.

For positive affective reactivity, gender significantly interacted with avoided argu-
ments, but not arguments. As shown in Figure 1, women reported significant decreases in
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positive affect reactivity (estimate = �0.09, SE = 0.02, p < .0001), whereas men did not
show any significant decreases in positive affect (estimate = �.02, SE = 0.03, p = .25)
when avoided arguments occurred. To understand whether this was the result of women
experiencing more interpersonal stressors than men, we examined an additional model
accounting for gender differences in average exposure to arguments and avoided ar-
guments - associations remained.

Residue. Gender did not significantly interact with previous-day arguments or avoided
arguments to predict negative or positive affective residue.

Figure 1. Associations between Daily Interpersonal Stressors and Stressor-Related Affect by
Gender. Note. Top panel represents gender differences in negative affective reactivity. Bottom
panel represents gender differences in positive affective reactivity. Error bars are standard errors.
Asterisks represent significance of estimates: *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001.
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Interactions between family involvement and gender predicting
stressor-related affect

We hypothesized that women would be more impacted by interpersonal daily stressors
when family is involved and less impacted by interpersonal daily stressors when family is
not involved compared to men (H3).

Reactivity. Models examining negative and positive affective reactivity are in Table 2,
Models 3a and 3b. The interaction between gender and family involvement in arguments
or avoided arguments was not significant for negative or positive affective reactivity.

Residue. The interaction between gender and family involvement in arguments or avoided
arguments was not significant for negative or positive affective residue.

Discussion

Guided by the daily stress process model (Almeida, 2005) and the linked lives tenet of life
course theory (Elder, 1994), the aim of this study was to examine how family involvement
and gender differentially impacted daily interpersonal stressor-affect associations. Daily
interpersonal stressors are common and potent influences of health and well-being.
Because family relationships are salient in midlife and gender shapes family relationships,
daily stressors, and health and well-being, the current study adds to the literature by
examining how both family involvement and gender are associated with daily inter-
personal stressor-affect associations. Considering which daily interpersonal stressors are
most potent, and for whom these stressors are most potent, may provide important in-
formation for personalized interventions.

Contrary to our hypothesis one, we found that reactivity and residue associated with
arguments and avoided arguments did not differ depending on whether family was in-
volved. We found partial support for hypothesis two in that women exhibited more
stressor-related affect than men, but these gender differences manifested in specific ways
based on the type of daily interpersonal stressor and affect valence. Compared to men,
women exhibited larger affective reactions including increased negative affect associated
with arguments and decreased positive affect associated with avoided arguments. Further,
and contrary to hypothesis three, family involvement and gender did not interact to predict
reactivity or residue associated with daily interpersonal stressors. Finally, across all
hypotheses and models, associations were only significant for affective reactivity and not
affective residue.

Family involvement in stressor-related affect

As family is a crucial context in both development (Settersten, 2018) and daily stress
processes (Almeida, 2005), we hypothesized that participants would report lower positive
and higher negative affective reactivity and residue when interpersonal stressors did not
involve family; however, this hypothesis was not supported. Instead, we found that
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associations between both daily interpersonal stressors and stressor-related affect did not
differ by family involvement. Because all daily stressors within this study are inter-
personal in nature, individuals often will have an on-going relationship with other people
involved in the daily stressor (e.g., spouse, work colleague). The quality and closeness of
these relationships may create stronger ties across both family and non-family members.
As such, individuals may be similarly invested in these relationships (Rustbult et al.,
1991) and thus may be more reactive regardless of whether family was involved or not.
Rustbult and colleagues (1991) suggest that when individuals are invested in their re-
lationships, they may work to preserve the relationship. These arguments and avoided
arguments may, however, be a threat to that relationship and result in more stressor-related
affect, indicative of the quality and closeness of the relationship respondents shared with
the people they interacted with. Thus, our results are consistent with research suggesting
that individuals report significant affective reactivity with daily stressors involving friends
and other people within their social networks (Almeida et al., 2011; Birditt et al., 2005).
This result also suggests that while the type of the relationship (e.g., family, non-family) is
important, the quality and closeness of the relationship may be key mechanisms for
differentiating affective responses to daily interpersonal stressors.

Gender differences in stressor-related affect

The conceptual DSP model suggests gender is a resilience or vulnerability factor that
influences daily stress processes (Almeida, 2005). Further, based upon theoretical per-
spectives on gender roles (Moen, 2011), we hypothesized that, compared to men, women
would evince higher negative and lower positive affective reactivity and residue to in-
terpersonal stressors. Women reported fewer arguments and avoided arguments, and
when these daily interpersonal stressors occurred, women were less likely to report them
involving family compared to without family. Interestingly, this is in opposition to
previous research suggesting that women report more interpersonal problems compared
to men (e.g., Antonucci et al., 1998). It may be that women did not appraise interactions as
arguments and avoided arguments in a similar fashion as men, thus resulting in fewer
reports of these interactions. Although the DISE prompts individuals to indicate if they
had an argument or avoided argument, reporting depends on how individuals interpret and
define these interactions. It could be that how women typically define an argument or
avoided argument is different than how men do. As women tend to be more relationship-
oriented (e.g., Moskowitz et al., 1994) and gender socialization supports women focusing
on social integration (Dedovic et al., 2009), the association between gender and exposure
to interpersonal daily stressors may be the result of attempting to minimize both argu-
ments and avoided arguments with other people from occurring to keep cohesion within
an individual’s social network.

Previous literature has suggested that women are socialized to understand and be more
attuned to the emotional aspects of negative interactions, particularly in spousal rela-
tionships (Kiecolt-Glaser & Newton, 2001). Specific to our study, we found gender
differences in some, but not all, associations regarding daily interpersonal stress and
stressor-related affect. In line with Kiecolt-Glaser and Newton’s (2001) findings, women
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showed higher levels of negative affective reactivity for arguments and avoided argu-
ments compared to men. Moreover, women showed larger decreases in positive affect for
avoided arguments compared to men. This is additionally in line with some previous
research suggesting that women are more reactive to daily stressors, and interpersonal
daily stressors specifically, when they occur (Almeida, 2005; Almeida & Kessler, 1998;
Birditt & Fingerman, 2003, Birditt et al., 2005; Dedovic et al., 2009; Matud, 2004). We
note that information and theoretical perspectives around gender differences and gender
socialization most closely align with white, middle-class, straight, cisgender men and
women (Ridgeway & Correll, 2004). Our results support ideas surrounding gender
socialization and roles in that women reported more affective reactivity to these inter-
personal daily stressors; however, this may be attributable to our sample that is mostly
White, with a high educational background. Future work on daily stressor-related affect is
needed among diverse samples, as these results may not generalize to other samples
within or outside of the U.S.

No significant interactions between family involvement and gender

We hypothesized that women would be more impacted by interpersonal daily stressors
when family is involved and less impacted by interpersonal daily stressors when family is
not involved compared to men. The lack of significant interaction may be capturing the
salience of working roles and relationship-related roles that have begun to blur for women
and men, potentially because of the move toward more egalitarian gender roles (Perry-
Jenkins & Gerstel, 2020).

Limitations and future directions

Our study has notable strengths. First, this study utilized data from an 8-day daily diary
design. This multiple day design allowed us to examine both affective reactivity and
affective residue as a means of comprehensively exploring associations between char-
acteristics of interpersonal daily stressors and stressor-related affect. Additionally, this
study is one of few to explore how daily stressor characteristics might interact with
individual difference characteristics to moderate associations between daily stressors and
stressor-related affect.

Although our study has strengths, it is important to acknowledge its weaknesses. First,
when examining family involvement, we did not disambiguate between which family
members was involved (e.g., spouse, child, parent, grandparent). Unfortunately, the
frequency of stressors broken down by family member category resulted in quite small
cell sizes; thus, we chose to dichotomize between family involvement or no family
involvement. Affective responses to interactions, however, may depend on the specific
family member relationship involved in the interpersonal interaction. Other scholars have
documented differences in daily stress processes by which family members were in-
volved. For example, Birditt and colleagues (2005) found that older adults reported more
interpersonal daily stressors with spouses than with their children. Thus, future work
should aim to further disambiguate how interactions with specific family members could
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impact affective reactivity to daily interpersonal stressors uniquely. Second, we note that
the results of this study are limited to daily stressors that are interpersonal in nature. Future
research would benefit from extending the investigation of family involvement into other
types of stressors. Third, the current study is limited by using a binary gender variable.
Specifically, individuals were only able to report on whether they identified as men or
women which significantly limits generalizability to those who identify within the gender
binary. Future work should explore the experiences of those who identify outside of the
gender binary.

In addition, we were limited in the measure of affect; specifically, the MIDUS/NSDE
dataset utilizes frequency of affect, rather than intensity. Therefore, future directions
should explore how family involvement and gender may impact the intensity of affective
associated with interpersonal daily stressors, affect-specific reactivity, and residue.
Further, future research may even consider expanding this research by levels of arousal
(e.g., Smyth et al., 2022). Indeed, given that affect socialization focuses on teaching
young boys to hide more low-arousal emotions (e.g., sadness) and are more accepting of
higher-arousal emotions (e.g., anger; Chaplin et al., 2005) different patterns may emerge
when exploring these associations by valence. Finally, the NSDE II was conducted
between 2004–2009, urging some caution regarding the generalizability of findings to
daily life now. Notable social changes have occurred since, including broader social
consideration and acceptance of gender fluidity, as well as radical changes to the type and
nature of interpersonal interactions in daily life due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Future
work would benefit from understanding how social changes may influence these daily
phenomena.

Implications for practice

These findings have implications for programs and practice. One promising application is
just-in-time interventions. Just-in-time interventions for daily stress have begun to garner
attention in research (e.g., Sarker et al., 2017; Smyth & Heron, 2016), but can be intensive
as they are ecological momentary interventions (EMI). EMIs, particularly those focusing
on daily stress, utilize sensor-based assessments of stress to deliver an intervention
protocol to an individual to help manage the daily stressor (Sarker et al., 2017). For
example, an individual may have a device to note details of a stressor when it occurs.
When a stressor occurs, the device (or a connected device) might be activated to deliver a
specific intervention depending on whether a person identifies as a man or woman.
Understanding both the stressor and individual characteristics associated with the most
potent affective responses to daily interpersonal stressor can be leveraged to streamline
interventions and decrease participant burden through targeting what types of daily stress
may be most impactful to intervene on and for whom.

Conclusion

The current study underscores the importance of stressor and individual characteristics
contributing to differential affective responsivity. Indeed, this study examined
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associations between family involvement, gender, and stressor-related affect in the
context of daily interpersonal stressors. While there is variability in daily stressor
characteristics, we found little evidence to suggest that when family is involved in ar-
guments, there was a smaller affective toll than when arguments did not involve family.
Thus, it may be important for individuals, regardless of gender or who their interpersonal
stressor involved, to focus on resolving or mitigating their stressor-related affect. Some
gender differences in affective responsivity to daily interpersonal stressors were observed
but were not symmetric across arguments and avoided arguments. Our study highlights
the importance of interpersonal interactions in daily lives. Research such as this can
contribute to understanding how minimizing stressful interpersonal interactions can
promote both short-term and long-term health and well-being. Moreover, the results of
our study may reflect long-standing gender roles and social norms that are recognized in
the U.S. today and expressed in social relational contexts (Ridgeway&Correll, 2004).We
find that our results highlight salience of these roles and norms in daily interpersonal
interactions. Under particular circumstances, women may benefit more from managing
and reducing stressor-related affect andmitigating the impact stressor-related affect has on
health and well-being.
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