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Appendix A: Codebook 

 

(RQ1) From whose vantage point is the research being conducted?  

Positionality statement included? 

 0 no, 1 yes 

o If 1, record details 

 

Log each author’s department 

 

Log each authors’ geographic region 

 

Code collective author list geographic region (i.e., all authors are located in…) 

 0 =  United States 

 1 = English-Speaking countries (e.g., Australia, Canada, New Zealand, and United 

Kingdom) 

 2 = Europe 

 3 = Asia 

 4 = Latin America 

 5 = Africa 

 6 = Middle East 

 7 = Israel 

 8 = Authors from multiple regions  

 

First author career stage 

 0 = information not provided 

 1 = first author is a student 

 2 = first author is a post-doc 

 3 = first author is an assistant professor 

 4 = first author is an associate or full professor 

 5 = other (please specify; e.g., research scientist) 

 

Funding information 

 0 = no funding mentioned 

 1 = Internal/university funding 

 2 = Private agency funding 

 3 = State funding 

 4 = Federal/National funding 

 

  



(RQ2) What types of questions are valued?  

(Stress or Stressors) Perception of stress or stressors examined  

 0 = Stress (e.g., psychological experience of stress – intensity) 

 1 = stressors (e.g., list of stressors – checklist or rating of individual stressors and/or 

numbers of stressors)  

 2 = Both (e.g., number of stressors AND how stressful they were [intensity/severity score 

of those stressors]) 

 

(General vs. Specific Type) General stress/stressors (e.g., daily hassles) or specific types of stress 

(e.g., minority stress, parenting stress, pain-related stress, age-related stress, etc.)  

 0 = general stress examined, not specific to identity 

 1 = stress specific to a single identity is focused on (e.g., socioeconomic stress OR sexual 

minority stress; single identities examined separately) 

o 1a = Socioeconomic stress and/or financial stress 

o 1b = Sexual minority stress 

o 1c = Minority stress 

o 1d = Health-related stress 

o 1e = Occupational or School-Related stress 

o 1f = Parenting stress 

o 1g = other (please indicate) 

 2 = stress specific to multiple identities is examined as interacting (e.g., socioeconomic 

stress AND minority stress) - indicate which using a-g above 

 

Stress Scale Used (if named) 

 

Relationship Quality Constructs measured (include scale name if provided) 

 

Relationship Quality (RQ) Codes – for daily measures of RQ  

  1 = Satisfaction/happiness (including RQ measured by Relationship Assessment Scale)  

  2 = Commitment  

  3 = Intimacy/closeness  

  4 = Trust  

  5 = Passion  

  6 = Love  

  7 = Global RQ (e.g., total score of PRQC) 

 

Quantitative or Qualitative  

 1 = Quantitative 

 2 = Qualitative  

 

Self-report or observational  

 1 = Self-report 

 2 = Observational/Physiological 

 

Number of assessments per day  



 

Number of days sampled  

 

Dyadic data or individual  

 1 = Individual  

 2 = Dyadic  

 3 = Both; some are individuals without partner, some dyadic 

 

Theoretical perspective (list theories used for guiding RQs or Hypotheses) 

 

Role of sample characteristics in research question and design (adapted from Williamson et al., 

2022). 

 1= No special consideration to sample characteristics in the research questions or design 

(“Basic Science”). E.g., may have a diverse sample, but focus is on advancing general 

knowledge about relationships. 

 2 = Research focuses on replication of results in a different sample (“Generalizability”). 

E.g., is a documented phenomenon also found in a new demographic? For example, 

“research has found this finding, but because the literature has focused on heterosexual 

samples, we examine whether these results also apply in same-gender couples.” 

 3 = research focuses on a question about a specific population with the goal of learning 

more about how this group operates in their romantic relationship or in comparison to 

another group (“Population Specific”). E.g., how does minority stress affect relationship 

quality in same-gender couples? 

 

(RQ3) Who is included in the research vs. who is left out/whose voices are missing?  

Participant Recruitment Criteria 

 Summarize provided info 

 

Participant analytic sample inclusion/exclusion criteria 

 Summarize provided info 

 

Sample Size 

 

Age 

 Range, mean, SD 

 Percent by age group (if available; adapted from APA) 

o Emerging adulthood (18-25) 

o Adulthood (25-35) 

o Middle adulthood (36-64) 

o Later adulthood (65+ years) 

 

Ageism Intersectionality Code  

 1 = Sample age unknown or no questions asked   

https://dictionary.apa.org/adulthood


 2 = information about age is provided. The sample is entirely in emerging adulthood or 

adulthood (I.e., under 36). 

 3a = Participants of diverse ages (including middle adulthood and later) are included, but 

age is not included in analyses.  

 3b = Participants of diverse ages (including middle adulthood and later) are included. 

Age is included in analyses but primarily as a covariate/control variable. 

 3c = Participants of diverse ages (including middle adulthood and later) are included, and 

similarities or differences based on participant age are explored   

 4a = Sample is specific to middle adulthood and/or later adulthood participants, but focus 

is on broad relationship processes (not specific to middle/later adulthood). 

 4b = Sample is purposely specific to middle adulthood and/or later adulthood participants 

and their experiences; focus is on this single identity status   

 5 = Sample places emphasis on intersecting identities (e.g., older people of color) – 2+ 

intersectionality wheel pieces are of primarily focus.  

 

Class 

 Education Reported? Y/N 

 Education Level (for United States samples; adapted from Williamson et al., 2022) 

o Percent with equivalent of high school diploma or less 

o Percent with any college education or more (e.g., graduate school) 

 Other education details (if applicable) 

Income  

 Income Reported? Y/N 

 Summarize any provided income details  

 Percent of sample that are students 

o NA = Not applicable, NR = Not reported) 

 

Classism Intersectionality Code  

 1 = Sample income and education are unknown or no questions asked   

 2 = information about income and/or education is provided. The sample is entirely 

middle/high income and/or highly educated (i.e., at least some college completed).    

 3a =Participants of lower income and/or education (e.g., high school equivalent or lower) 

are included, but income and/or education are not included in analyses. 

 3b = Participants of lower income and/or education are included. Income and/or 

education are included in analyses but primarily as a covariate/control variable. 

 3c = Participants of lower income and/or education are included, and similarities or 

differences based on income and/or education are explored.   

 4a = Sample is specific to low income and/or low education participants (e.g., low 

income married couples), but focus is on broad relationship processes (not specific to 

income or education). 

 4b = Sample is purposely specific low income and/or low education participants and their 

experiences; focus is on this single identity status (e.g., low income married couples)  

 5 = Sample places emphasis on intersecting identities (e.g., low income people of color) – 

2+ intersectionality wheel pieces are of primarily focus. 

 



Gender/Gender-identity 

Question about sex? Y/N 

 

Question about Gender Identity? Y/N? 

 

Percentages of genders 

 Percent men 

 Percent women 

 Percent Nonbinary or minority gender identities  

o (NA = Not Applicable, NR = Not reported [includes presumption all participants 

are cisgender]) 

 

Gender/Gender-based Oppression Intersectionality Code 

 1 = Sample gender is unknown or no questions asked   

 2 = information about sample gender is provided. The sample is entirely women OR 

entirely men, but focus is on broad relationship processes (not specific to their gender). 

 3a = Both men and women are included, but gender is not included in analyses. 

 3b = Both men and women are included. Gender is included in analyses, but primarily as 

a covariate/control variable.   

 3c =Both men and women are included, and similarities or differences based on gender 

are explored.   

 4 = Sample is purposely specific to one gender and their experiences as an oppressed 

group; focus is on this single identity status  

 5 = Sample places emphasis on intersecting identities (e.g., women of color) – 2+ 

intersectionality wheel pieces are of primarily focus.   

 

Cisnormativity Intersectionality Code  

 1 = Sample gender identity is unknown or no questions asked. There may be a 

presumption that all participants are cisgender (e.g., number of men and women reported, 

no mention of gender identity)  

 2 = information about gender identity is provided (i.e., participants were asked their 

gender identity). The sample is entirely cisgender (e.g., they specifically report 0 

nonbinary or trans participants, or removed gender minorities from analyses).    

 3a = Gender minority participants are included, but gender identity is not included in 

analyses. 

 3b = Gender minority participants are included. Gender identity is included in analyses 

but primarily as a covariate/control variable.   

 3c = Gender minority participants are included, and similarities or differences based on 

gender identity are explored.   

 4a = Sample is specific to gender minority individuals; focus is on broad relationship 

processes (not specific to their gender identity status). 

 4b = Sample is purposely specific to gender minority individuals and their experiences; 

focus is on this single identity status. 

 5 = Sample places emphasis on intersecting identities (e.g., gender minority people of 

color) – 2+ intersectionality wheel pieces are of primarily focus.   



 

Geographic location of participants (adapted from Williamson et al.,2022) 

 0 = United States 

 1 = English-Speaking countries (Australia, Canada, New Zealand, & United Kingdom) 

 2 = Europe 

 3 = Asia 

 4 = Latin America 

 5 = Africa 

 6 = Middle East 

 7 = Israel 

 8 = participants from multiple regions (added) 

 

Placeism/WEIRD Samples Intersectionality Code  

 1 = Sample geographic location is unknown or no questions asked.  

 2 = information about geographic region is provided. The sample is entirely from a single 

Western industrialized nation.  

 3a = Participants from multiple nations are included, but geographic region is not 

included in analyses. 

3b = Participants from multiple nations are included. Geographic region is included in 

analyses but primarily as a covariate/control variable.   

 3c = Participants from multiple nations are included, and similarities or differences based 

on participant geographic location are explored   

 4a = Sample is specific to participants from a non-Western or non-industrialized nation. 

Focus is on broad relationship processes (not specific to their identity or context living in 

a non-Western or non-industrialized nation). 

 4b = Sample is purposely specific to participants from a non-Western or non-

industrialized nation and their experiences (e.g., all participants from China); focus is on 

this single identity status.  

 5 = Sample places emphasis on intersecting identities (e.g., LGB people living in China) 

– 2+ intersectionality wheel pieces are of primarily focus.  

 

Race/Ethnicity 

 Data provided about race and/or ethnicity? Y/N 

 Percent of Participants White/Caucasian/of European descent 

 Report percentages of any reported race/ethnicity demographics 

 

Racism Intersectionality Code  

 1 = Sample race/ethnicity unknown or no questions asked   

 2 = information about race/ethnicity is provided. The sample is entirely 

Caucasian/White/of European descent participants.  

 3a = Participants of different races/ethnicities are included, but race/ethnicity is not 

included in analyses.   

 3b = Participants of different races/ethnicities are included. Race/ethnicity is included in 

analyses but primarily as covariate/control variable. 



 3c = Participants of different races/ethnicities are included, and similarities or differences 

based on race/ethnicity are explored   

 4a = Sample is specific to racial/ethnic minorities (e.g., African Americans). Focus is on 

broad relationship processes (not specific to race or ethnicity).  

 4b = Sample is purposely specific to racial/ethnic minorities (e.g., African Americans) 

and their experiences; focus is on this single identity status   

 5 = Sample places emphasis on intersecting identities (e.g., LGB African Americans) – 

2+ intersectionality wheel pieces are of primarily focus.   

 

Gender make-up of couples 

 Percent different-gender couples (NR = Not reported) 

 Percent same-gender couples (NR = Not reported) 

 Percent nonbinary or other (NA = not applicable, NR = Not reported) 

 

Sexual Orientation 

 NR = No sexual orientation information reported 

 1 = Presumption of heterosexual identity (i.e., all participants in different-gender 

relationships and described as heterosexual) 

 2 = Presumption of gay or lesbian identity (i.e., participants in same-gender relationships 

and described as gay or lesbian) 

 3 = Individuals’ sexual identities reported (provide percentages) 

 

Heteronormativity Intersectionality Code 

 1 = Sample sexual orientation is unknown or no questions asked. There may be a 

presumption that all participants are heterosexual (e.g., sample is entirely married men 

and their wives, participants described as heterosexual). 

 2 = information about sexual orientation is provided (i.e., participants were asked their 

sexual orientation irrespective of their partner’s gender). The sample is entirely 

heterosexual (e.g., they specifically report 0 LGB participants, or removed same-gender 

couples from analyses).    

 3a = Sexual minority participants are included, but sexual orientation is not included in 

analyses. 

 3b = Sexual minority participants are included. Sexual orientation is included in analyses, 

but primarily as a covariate/control variable.   

 3c = Sexual minority participants are included, and similarities or differences based on 

sexual orientation are explored.   

 4a = Sample is specific to sexual minority individuals. Focus is on broad relationship 

processes (not specific to their sexual orientation). 

 4b = Sample is purposely specific to sexual minority individuals and their experiences; 

focus is on this single identity status. 

 5 = Sample places emphasis on intersecting identities (e.g., sexual minority people of 

color) – 2+ intersectionality wheel pieces are of primarily focus.   

 

Ability/Disability status 

 Record details as relevant 



 NR = Not reported 

 

Ableism Intersectionality Code  

 1 = Sample ability/disability status unknown or no questions asked   

 2 = information about ability/disability is provided. The sample is entirely participants 

with no disabilities.  

 3a = Participants of different ability statuses are included, but ability status is not 

included in analyses. 

 3b = Participants of different ability statuses are included. Ability status is included in 

analyses but primarily as a covariate/control variable.    

 3b = Participants of different ability statuses are included, and similarities or differences 

based on ability/disability are explored   

 4a = Sample is specific to participants with a disability (e.g., participants with physical, 

mental, or intellectual disabilities). Focus is on broad relationship processes (not specific 

to their ability status).   

 4b = Sample is purposely specific to participants with a disability (e.g., participants with 

physical, mental, or intellectual disabilities) and their experiences; focus is on this single 

identity status  

 5 = Sample places emphasis on intersecting identities (e.g., low income participants with 

diabetes) – 2+ intersectionality wheel pieces are of primarily focus. 

 

----- End of Coding ------ 
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