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ABSTRACT 

Similarity of mental representations on the dimensions 

on a five-factor model of personality did not provide 

significant prediction of relationship satisfaction for a 

sample of 79 heterosexual dating couples. Using the 

Neuroticism, Extraversion, Openness to Experience 

Personality Inventory (NEO PI) of McCrae and Costa (1985), 

this study investigated similarity of self-ratings of 

partners in couples, similarity of self- and partner-ratings 

within individuals, similarity of partner-ratings between 

members of a couple, and similarity of partner-ratings and 

partner's self-ratings as possible predictors of 

relationship satisfaction. 

The love attitudes measured by the Love Attitudes Scale 

(LAS) of Hendrick and Hendrick (1986; 1990) had correlates 

with self- and partner-ratings on the five-factor 

personality instrument, the NEO PI. Strongest among these 

findings was that endorsement of the love attitude of Ludus 

negatively correlated with self-ratings on the personality 

dimension of Agreeableness for both men and women. Also, 

the love attitude of Mania correlated with self-ratings on 

the personality dimension of Neuroticism for both women and 

men, as hypothesized. In addition, the love attitude of 

Agape correlated with self-ratings on the personality 

dimension of Conscientiousness for women only. 



This study replicated S. S. Hendrick, Hendrick, and 

Adler (1988) and found endorsement of Eros positively 

associated and endorsement of Ludus negatively associated 

with relationship satisfaction for participants and their 

partners. The current study also found a strong association 

between Agape endorsement and relationship satisfaction for 

participants and their partners. 

Some additional post hoc findings are discussed, along 

with suggestions for further research. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

People sometimes speak of the presence or absence of a 

certain chemistry in their relationships. Especially in 

romantic relationships, partners mention a sense of fitting 

together as the primary reason they form and remain a 

couple. This sense of fitting together may lead to greater 

satisfaction with a romantic relationship, and relationship 

satisfaction predicts whether couples remain together (S. S. 

Hendrick, 1988). Researchers have addressed this phenomenon 

in studies of similarity, complementarity, and compatibility 

between members of a couple. Some studies report a 

connection between personality similarity and relationship 

satisfaction (Bruch & Skovholt, 1985; Corsini, 1956). 

Additionally, similarity on several measures correlates with 

attraction in some situations (e.g., Byrne, 1971; Harrison & 

Saeed, 1977; Levinger, Senn, & Jorgensen, 1970; Seyfried & 

Hendrick, 1973) and some theorists include attraction as a 

component of relationship satisfaction (Huston & Levinger, 

1978; S. S. Hendrick, 1981). The present study further 

investigates similarity and complementarity as predictors of 

relationship satisfaction. 

Mental representations of oneself and one's partner are 

an aspect of personality in which similarity as a predictor 

of relationship satisfaction has not been fully explored. 



Mental representations have gained increasing emphasis in 

personality research (e.g., Pervin, 1990). Fiske and Taylor 

(1984) reviewed a wide body of research on social schemata, 

cognitive structures thought to underlie how people think 

about themselves and others. Authors variously refer to 

these cognitive structures as schemata, concepts, 

prototypes, mental models, or mental representations—with 

technical distinctions sometimes made between the terms. 

Cognitive structures have become a subject of study 

within the field of romantic relationships. For example, 

Fehr (1988, 1991; Fehr & Broughton, 1991) examined 

prototypes of love and love attitudes. Also, Sternberg and 

Barnes (1985) investigated real and ideal others in romantic 

relationships from the perspective of Thibaut and Kelley's 

(1959) theory of comparison levels. Sternberg and Barnes 

demonstrated the importance of the perceived partner, 

compared to the partner's self-report, to one's satisfaction 

with a relationship. 

Over the past few years, the five-factor theory of 

personality (discussed in more detail later) has gained 

increasing attention (John, 1990). Cognitive structures, 

such as mental representations of oneself and one's romantic 

partner, however, have not been routinely assessed along all 

of the five dimensions. Similarity of mental 

representations of oneself and one's partner, on some or all 

these dimensions, may predict relationship satisfaction. 



Investigations have revealed a number of other 

predictors of relationship satisfaction. Several studies 

have documented the association between love attitudes and 

relationship satisfaction (S. S. Hendrick, 1988; S. S. 

Hendrick, Hendrick, & Adler, 1988; Levy & Davis, 1988). 

Love attitudes also have personality correlates (Hall, 

Hendrick, & Hendrick, 1991; C. Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986). 

Fehr and Broughton (1991) found dimensions of the 

five-factor model of personality associated with prototypes 

of love they identified; however, the love attitudes 

identified by C. Hendrick and Hendrick (1986) have yet to be 

examined for possible correlations with the traits of the 

five-factor theory of personality. 

The present study explored similarity of mental 

representations of oneself and one's partner, in general, 

and along each dimension of the five-factor model of 

personality, as possible predictors of relationship 

satisfaction. It also examined the five-factor personality 

correlates of the love attitudes identified by C. Hendrick 

and Hendrick (1986) using self-ratings on the Neuroticism, 

Extraversion, Openness to Experience Personality Inventory 

(NEO PI) of McCrae and Costa (1985, 1987), an instrument 

designed to measure the traits of the five-factor model of 

personality. Finally, this study enabled a replication of 

S. S. Hendrick, Hendrick, and Adler's (1988) finding of love 

attitude correlates of relationship satisfaction. 



A summary of relevant research will establish the basis 

for this study. Please see Appendix A for an extended 

literature review. The sections below address the following 

topics: relationship satisfaction, similarity and 

attraction, mental representations, the five-factor model of 

personality, and love attitudes. 

Relationship Satisfaction 

Individuals ostensibly enter romantic relationships 

because they attract one another. After they have formed a 

couple, relationship satisfaction becomes a more important 

determinant of their decision to remain together. People 

dissatisfied with their relationships less often remain in 

them (S. S. Hendrick et al., 1988). Relationship 

satisfaction is comparable to marital satisfaction, but it 

is broader in scope because it includes other types of 

relationships as well. 

Similarity between members of a couple has been studied 

for many years (e.g., Richardson, 1939; Schooley, 1936). 

Homogamy refers to characteristics, usually sociocultural in 

nature, that married partners have in common. Research 

supports the presence of homogamy; however, investigations 

of the connection between homogamy and marital quality have 

found mixed results (Glenn, 1990). In the case of 

sociocultural characteristics, similarity does not 

necessarily lead to higher marital quality. 



According to Johnson, White, Edwards, and Booth (1986), 

marital quality consists of two main factors: (1) happiness 

and interaction, and (2) disagreements, problems, and 

instability. Some researchers recommend studying these two 

dimensions separately, rather than in combination (Glenn, 

1990). Marital satisfaction summarizes the content of the 

first marital quality factor, the latter factor represents 

marital distress. Therefore, rather than opposite ends of a 

continuum, relationship satisfaction and relationship 

distress operate as separate variables. 

Davis and Oathout (1987) provided a model in which 

personality and empathy influence relationship satisfaction 

through mediating behaviors. Personality and dispositional 

empathy lead to behaviors that account for some variations 

in satisfaction with a relationship. Besides dispositional 

empathy, several other personality variables have been 

associated with relationship satisfaction. Kelly and Conley 

(1987) found the personality variables of neuroticism and 

impulsiveness were negatively associated with marital 

satisfaction for both women and men. Richard, Wakefield, 

and Lewak (1990) reported an ability to predict marital 

satisfaction based upon partners' similarity on selected 

items of the MMPI. 

S. S. Hendrick (1981) further discovered that 

self-disclosure related to both marital adjustment, as 

measured by the Marital Adjustment Inventory (Manson & 



Lerner, 1962), and to marital satisfaction as measured by 

scores on her Marital Assessment Questionnaire. She also 

found that women disclosed more than men, and self-

disclosure predicted one's partner's marital satisfaction. 

Both actual and perceived attitude similarity additionally 

predicted marital satisfaction, as did self-esteem. 

Accurate perception of one's partner's attitudes did not 

predict marital satisfaction. G. R. Lee (1988) corroborated 

S. S. Hendrick's work on self-disclosure, by showing that 

confiding in one's spouse correlated with higher marital 

satisfaction. 

Cognitive-structural aspects of personality also 

correlate with relationship satisfaction. Sternberg and 

Barnes (1985) investigated how ideal others and 

metaperspectives of romantic feelings held by partners 

influence relationship satisfaction; they found perceived 

partners more important than actual partners with respect to 

relationship satisfaction. 

S. S. Hendrick et al. (1988) noted that although 

researchers often view relationship satisfaction as an 

outcome with many contributing variables, satisfaction 

itself reciprocally affects other aspects of the individual 

and her or his relationship. This bidirectionality of 

relationship satisfaction and traditional independent 

variables does not, however, preclude attempts to determine 



predictors of relationship satisfaction. It simply makes 

results less definitively interpretable. 

S. S. Hendrick (1988) developed a generic measure of 

relationship satisfaction called the Relationship Assessment 

Scale (RAS). This instrument has a structure of one factor 

and good psychometric properties, thereby making it an 

excellent candidate for use in studies predicting 

relationship satisfaction. From the items included in the 

RAS, it appears to assess the relationship satisfaction 

factor of marital quality identified by Johnson et al. 

(1986) . 

Research clearly shows an association between love 

attitudes and relationship satisfaction (S. S. Hendrick et 

al., 1988; Levy & Davis, 1988). S. S. Hendrick (1988) found 

correlations of .50 to .60 between the love attitude of Eros 

and scores on the RAS. The relationship between love 

attitudes and relationship satisfaction varies somewhat 

according to gender. 

Similaritv and Attraction 

Although some researchers have investigated personality 

similarity as a predictor of relationship satisfaction 

(e.g., Bruch & Skovholt, 1985), most research on similarity 

has focused on attraction rather than relationship 

satisfaction. Attraction may be one of several factors that 



contribute to relationship satisfaction (Huston & Levinger, 

1978; S. S. Hendrick, 1981). 

An association between similarity and attraction exists 

for a number of variables, including economic background 

(Byrne, Clore, & Worchel, 1966), IQ (Lewak, Wakefield, & 

Briggs, 1985), self-esteem (Hendrick & Page, 1970) and 

personality (e.g., Byrne, Griffitt, & Stefaniak, 1967; 

Henderson & Furnham, 1982; C. Hendrick & Brown, 1971; Steele 

& McGlynn, 1979; M. Nakamura, 1984; Neimeyer & Mitchell, 

1988; Wright, 1968). The following review focuses on the 

association between personality similarity and attraction as 

most relevant to the present study. 

Investigators have interpreted measures as diverse as 

intelligence (Bonney, 1946); values (Schellenberg, 1957); 

personal constructs (Duck & Spencer, 1972); religious 

beliefs (Kandel, 1978); self-disclosure (Baron & Byrne, 

1981) ; and temperament (Hoffman & Maier, 1966) as 

personality variables. Recent personality literature 

includes ample consideration of cognitive structures such as 

self-schemata construed as personality variables (Pervin, 

1990). Some theorists posit an integral connection between 

personality traits and cognitive structures (e.g., Chaplin, 

John, & Goldberg, 1988). Over the past decade, a five-trait 

model of personality reemerged as a focus of attention 

(John, 1990); however, investigations of mental 

representations have not routinely examined these cognitive 
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structures on all five dimensions of this model of 

personality. 

Basic personality similarity often correlates with 

attraction to another person (Blankenship, Hnat, Hess, & 

Brown, 1984; Wright, 1968). Byrne, Griffitt, and Stefaniak 

(1967) revealed an association between similarity on 

repression-sensitization, as measured by certain items of 

the MMPI, and attraction. On measures of introversion-

extraversion, there have been demonstrations of a connection 

between similarity and attraction in certain situations 

(Hendrick & Brown, 1971; M. Nakamura, 1984). Introversion-

extraversion is one of the traits of the five-factor model 

of personality; however, the connection between similarity 

and attraction remains unexamined on a single instrument 

designed to assess all five factors simultaneously. 

Experts disagree on why similarity correlates with 

attraction in some cases (Huston & Levinger, 1978). Byrne 

(1969) proposed that similarity rewards the human need for 

consistency. He employed this theory to explain the linear 

relationship between similarity and attraction demonstrated 

by Byrne and Nelson (1965) and in other studies. Byrne et 

al. (1967) noted that many factors in addition to similarity 

contribute to attraction. Indeed, later research revealed 

the similarity-attraction connection as more complex than a 

simple linear relationship; similarity did not always lead 

to attraction (Fromkin, 1972; Crush, Clore, & Costin, 1975; 



Hendrick & Brown, 1971; Lerner & Agar, 1972; Taylor & 

Mettee, 1971; Neimeyer & Mitchell, 1988). Huston and 

Levinger (1978) explained this complexity as the result of 

cognitive mediation between the perception of similarity and 

the response of attraction. 

This perspective fits within Kaplan and Anderson's 

(1973) information integration theory, which holds that the 

meaning of the similarity mediates between similarity and 

the response of attraction. A related perspective, proposed 

by Fishbein and Azjen (1975), proposes that a person values 

his or her own attributes and therefore finds a similar 

individual attractive because that individual has the same 

positively valued attributes. Steele and McGlynn (1979) , 

however, proved that affective value does not solely 

determine attraction; similarity sometimes has a "direct 

effect on attraction" (p. Ill) . 

Similarity connotes a degree of consistency that might 

explain its connection to attraction and relationship 

satisfaction. For some time, researchers have considered 

the importance of consistency or congruence on measures of 

well-being. Festinger (1957) offered support for cognitive 

dissonance as an undesirable or unpleasant state of affairs. 

According to Festinger, people seek to maintain a certain 

consistency among their beliefs and perceptions. When other 

people do not conform to one's expectations, cognitive 

dissonance may follow. Likewise, Heider (1958) proposed a 

10 



balance model that included a need for consistency, which 

might be similarity in some cases and complementarity in 

others. Also, G. A. Kelly's (1955) Personal Construct 

Theory provides a promising theoretical framework within 

which to understand the complex relationship between 

similarity and attraction, as well as that of similarity and 

relationship satisfaction. Kelly's personal constructs fall 

within the definition of cognitive structures or schemata; 

consequently, the principles espoused in Personal Construct 

Theory may apply to schemata in general. 

According to Kelly's view of the person as scientist, 

individuals constantly test their hypotheses, constructs, or 

schemata against the environment. A sense of satisfaction 

follows scientific success or construct validation. We 

often construe others as we construe ourselves (Allport, 

1937; Fong & Markus, 1982; Markus & Smith, 1981). 

Therefore, our theories of behavior face challenge or 

validation primarily in domains of significance to 

ourselves. As experts on ourselves (Fong & Markus, 1982; 

Markus & Smith, 1981), we emphasize the dimensions by which 

we define ourselves in the constructs or schemata we form 

about others. Following this line of thinking, we are best 

equipped to judge similar others. Part of our attraction to 

similar others may stem from their tendency to confirm our 

expectations, thereby generating the least dissonance or a 

11 



pleasing consistency. Similarity validates schematic 

expectations and this may enhance attraction. 

The association between similarity and attraction may 

interact with the depth of the relationship (Altman & 

Taylor, 1973; Henderson & Furnham, 1982; Levinger & Snoek, 

1972; Neimeyer & Mitchell, 1988). Relationships vary with 

regard to the degree of involvement the partners have with 

one another. Relationships like marriage are supposed to be 

the deepest, while friendships would be shallower. 

Henderson and Furnham (1982) and Neimeyer and Mitchell 

(1988) have shown that as a relationship deepens, 

personality and cognitive structural similarity become more 

important predictors of attraction; by comparison, attitude, 

need, social skill, and belief similarity better predict 

initial attraction. Mental representations (which are 

cognitive structures), then, hold promise as variables with 

which to investigate similarity and romantic relationship 

satisfaction. 

Early in a relationship, subjects tend to self-disclose 

broadly but not very deeply; later, they disclose in more 

depth, but on fewer subjects (Altman & Taylor, 197 3; Cozby, 

1972) . This suggests that initial attraction includes 

exploration of many constructs or schemata. With time, the 

couple investigates these constructs in more detail, perhaps 

emphasizing those that are especially important or central 

to them. Agreement on elements of central schemata confirms 

12 



the world view of the agreeing partners and may increase 

individual self-esteem, self-confidence, and relationship 

satisfaction. Disagreement on elements of central schemata 

may be aversive, threatening, or simply not reinforcing 

(Byrne, 1969; Festinger, 1957; Heider, 1958). 

A full discussion of similarity and attraction 

requires mention of complementarity, a kind of balance 

between partners. Winch (1958) and others contended that 

need complementarity contributes to attraction. Vinacke, 

Shannon, Palazzo, Balsavage, and Cooney (1988) agreed that 

complementarity is important; however, they highlighted the 

idiosyncratic nature of complementarity—as they described 

it within the context of compatibility. Their work 

corroborates that of Winch (1958), suggesting that 

personality complementarity does not strongly predict 

attraction; however, complementarity may become important in 

areas such as role expectations. The methodology employed 

in this study allowed exploration of both similarity and 

complementarity as possible predictors of relationship 

satisfaction, although complementarity was not expected to 

prove significant. 

Mental Representations 

Mental representations of oneself or another person are 

cognitive structures consisting of associated thoughts, 

ideas, and beliefs. Examples of mental representations 

13 



include concepts, categories, mental models, and schemata. 

All mental representations reflect organized knowledge. 

Attempts to measure this knowledge generally rely upon 

descriptions provided by participants. Such descriptions 

are subject to the usual self-report biases, like 

social-desirability, but these biases themselves may reflect 

operation of the schemata of interest. 

Fiske and Taylor (1984) described schemata as 

consisting of organized knowledge about someone or something 

that includes both the attributes and relationships among 

attributes. G. V. Nakamura (1991) contended that the 

difference between concepts and schemata may be more of 

degree than of kind, with a concept possibly being an early 

stage in the development of a schema. Social psychological 

research does not clearly distinguish between concepts and 

schemata; authors often use the terms interchangeably. 

Typically, research in this area focuses on cognition, 

although emotions are thought by some to be connected to 

mental representations. 

Schemata facilitate information processing. A number 

of different social schemata have been investigated, 

including person schemata, self schemata, and role schemata 

(Fiske & Taylor, 1984). These mental representations enable 

individuals to more quickly process social information and 

more readily make inferences. For instance, stereotypes are 

an example of role schemata (Fiske & Taylor, 1984). 

14 



Stereotypes allow one to draw conclusions about another 

person rapidly and based upon very little available 

information. 

Person schemata refer to specific individuals in one's 

life. Researchers usually investigate person schemata 

through measurement of personality traits and goals (Fiske & 

Taylor, 1984). An example of a person-schema is one's 

perceived-partner in a romantic relationship. Each member 

of a couple theoretically has a schema of her or his 

partner. This schema will probably vary in its 

elaborateness depending upon the couple's experience 

together. The partner schema contains an indefinite amount 

of information about the partner's behavior, attitudes, 

beliefs, appearance, and so on. A person-schema of oneself 

is the self-schema. 

The idea of the self-concept has been around for some 

time (Spitzer, Stratton, Fitzgerald, & Mach, 1966; Wylie, 

1961); however, Markus (1977) took a novel approach to the 

study of self-schemata. Using an adjective checklist, she 

determined that individuals vary in the ways they view 

themselves. Markus called an individual who strongly 

endorsed a particular trait "schematic" on that attribute; 

traits neither strongly endorsed nor strongly denied, she 

referred to as "aschematic" for that individual (Markus, 

1977, p. 76). The configuration of a person's schematic 

15 



traits reflects an aspect of that person's self-knowledge or 

mental representation of himself or herself. 

Social schemata are not entirely discrete entities; 

one's view of oneself influences how one views others 

(Allport, 1937; Festinger, 1954; Markus & Smith, 1981). 

Fong and Markus (1982) showed that one's self-knowledge 

influences one's mental representation of another. 

Schematic individuals on the trait of introversion/ 

extraversion were shown to construe others along that 

particular dimension more so than did people who were 

aschematic on the trait of introversion/extraversion. 

Schematics in a domain consider that domain important and 

therefore become experts in related judgments (Fong & 

Markus, 1982). 

Investigators usually assess social schemata using 

adjective checklists, free generation of items, or specific 

measures of some dimension of personality (Fong & Markus, 

1982; Gough, Fioravanti, & Lazzari, 1983; Gough, Lazzari, 

and Fioravanti, 1978; Markus, 1977). Wylie (1989) noted a 

number of different ways to measure the self-concept, 

depending on the question of interest; however, she 

suggested selecting instruments with established 

psychometric validity and reliability when possible. This 

approach allows meaningful nomothetic comparisons. Free 

generation of a schema, while thought to more directly 

16 



access the schema of interest, creates problems due to the 

difficulties involved in comparing idiosyncratic items. 

Using personality inventories to assess schemata may 

seem to obscure the difference between personality and one's 

self-schema. As indicated before, however, individuals have 

many self-schemata or many facets of their self, any of 

which may be accessed on a particular occasion. A 

self-report on a personality measure can be considered one's 

self-schema on the dimensions of that instrument. This 

self-report also may be thought of as the person's 

personality, as measured by that instrument. Indeed, 

Mischel's (1969, 1990) critique of the research on 

personality continuity identified a central problem with 

most personality assessment: most personality instruments 

measure an individual's beliefs about the dimensions of 

interest, rather than operative traits per se. Belief 

systems about ourselves and others are exactly what social 

schema researchers want to measure. 

The congruence between one's self-schema and one's 

self-reported personality is especially evident with face 

valid instruments like the 16 Personality Factor assessment 

(16PF; Cattell, 1965), and the NEO PI personality 

inventories. These instruments base conclusions upon what 

the individual has intended to reveal. On empirically 

derived assessments like the MMPI, where the meaning of 

items is not clear on the surface, it is more difficult to 
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argue that one's personality report can be considered a 

self-schema. 

The Five-Factor Model of Personality 

As mentioned earlier, the five-factor model of 

personality has lately received renewed attention in the 

personality literature (John, 1990; McCrae & Costa, 1987). 

The model dates back at least thirty years and reflects 

factor analyses of Allport and Odbert's (1936) original 

collection of person-descriptive adjectives (John, 1990). 

This model comes from the lexical approach to research on 

personality dimensions (John, 1990). This method takes all 

the natural language terms commonly used to describe a 

person, then uses factor analytic methods to investigate 

associations among the terms. Researchers using this 

strategy to investigate personality traits have reached a 

fair consensus that the five factors sufficiently describe 

the major dimensions of human personality (John, 1990; 

Norman, 1963; Norman & Goldberg, 1966; Tupes & Christal, 

1961). 

Factor analysis of most current personality instruments 

generates some or all the five factors (John, 1990) . There 

is also evidence that the five dimensions apply to other 

cultures as well (Angleitner, Ostendorf, & John, 1990; 

Brokken, 1978; cited in John, 1990). The factors sometimes 

vary in ascribed titles, however. Norman (1963) called them 
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Surgency, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Emotional 

Stability, and Culture. McCrae and Costa (1985) used the 

terms Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, 

Neuroticism, and Openness to Experience. 

McCrae and Costa (1985; 1987) developed and validated 

an instrument for assessing personality, based on the 

five-factor model. Their NEO Personality Inventory (Costa & 

McCrae, 1985) has been shown to have fair to good 

psychometric properties, with internal consistencies ranging 

from .56 to .93 and test-retest reliabilities above .85 for 

some factors (McCrae, 1982; McCrae & Costa, 1987). 

Social schemata researchers have yet to use the NEO PI 

as a schema assessment device. It does, however, 

particularly suit the task since it derives from the 

adjectives people most use to describe themselves and 

others. Using the NEO PI, schemata generated by research 

participants could be scored on each trait scale and 

compared nomothetically. This study uses the NEO PI to 

measure the self- and partner-schemata of members of 

romantic couples. 

In this dissertation, "partner-schema," "partner-

rating(s)," and "perceived-partner" refer to ratings applied 

to one's partner. For instance, whenever a sentence or 

table includes "male's partner-ratings," this refers to the 

male participants' ratings of their female partners. The 

phrase "partner's ratings of " will connote a switch 

19 



of perspective to ratings provided by the partners. Thus, 

"partners' ratings of males" means the perceptions of the 

males provided by their female partners or the "females' 

partner-ratings." 

Love Attitudes 

S. S. Hendrick and Hendrick (1992) provided a thorough 

description of their expanding body of research on love 

attitudes. Their work draws upon the seminal contribution 

of J. A. Lee (1973), who identified styles or approaches 

people seem to take toward love. C. Hendrick, Hendrick, 

Foote, and Slapion-Foote (1984) revised a scale developed by 

Lasswell and Lasswell (1976; Hatkoff & Lasswell, 1979) to 

measure the lovestyles identified by Lee. Later revisions 

(C. Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986; C. Hendrick & Hendrick, 1990) 

led to a psychometrically sound instrument for measuring six 

love attitudes. According to S. S. Hendrick and Hendrick 

(1992) , the six love attitudes are psychometrically 

independent but theoretically associated. 

Although some researchers refer to and use lovestyles 

as categories, the Hendricks find it more useful to construe 

them as continuously varying dimensions. Their book. 

Romantic Love (1992), provides detailed descriptions of the 

love attitudes and how the attitudes relate to other 

constructs within the close relationships literature. The 

love attitudes are: Eros, typically associated with 
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passionate, intense love; Ludus, a game-playing, less 

committed attitude; Storge, thought of as a more 

companionate attitude; Pragma, considered a practical 

approach to love; Mania, believed to be a desperate, 

insecure attitude; and Agape, a self-sacrificing attitude. 

Love attitudes have been associated with personality 

variables (e.g.. Hall et al., 1991). In particular, higher 

self-esteem correlated with greater endorsement of the love 

attitude of Eros and lesser endorsement of the love attitude 

of Mania (C. Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986). People who more 

highly endorsed Eros were more self-disclosing and elicited 

more disclosure from their partners, whereas people higher 

on Ludus reported less self-disclosure (S. S. Hendrick & 

Hendrick, 1987). Woll (1989) presented evidence that people 

who endorse Ludus may be more extraverted than those who do 

not endorse Ludus. 

On the Repertory Grid Test, an instrument designed to 

examine the structure and content of personal construct 

systems (Kelly, 1955), male endorsement of Eros, Storge, and 

Agape correlated with "actualization." Male endorsement of 

Eros, Mania, and Agape correlated with more cognitive 

complexity, and Ludus endorsement with less cognitive 

complexity (Hall et al., 1991). On the Repertory Grid Test 

of personality, "actualization" refers to actual-ideal 

similarity concerning a life aspect, while "cognitive 
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complexity" denotes more detailed and distinctive cognitive 

structures (Hall et al., 1991). 

Love attitudes also correlate with relationship 

satisfaction (Contreras, Hendrick, & Hendrick, 1991; S. S. 

Hendrick et al., 1988; Levy & Davis, 1988). Levy and Davis 

(1988) found endorsement of Eros and Agape positively 

associated with relationship satisfaction, but Ludus 

endorsement negatively correlated with relationship 

satisfaction. S. S. Hendrick et al. (1988) reported high 

partner similarity in endorsement of Eros, Storge, Mania, 

and Agape. They also found that Eros was a strong positive 

predictor and Ludus a negative predictor of relationship 

satisfaction for both men and women. For women. Mania 

provided additional negative prediction of relationship 

satisfaction. A later study by Contreras et al. (1991) 

again identified Eros as a reliable predictor of 

relationship satisfaction for both men and women across two 

ethnic groups. 

Relationship satisfaction, love attitudes, and 

personality are clearly related. Although some aspects of 

personality have been associated with love attitudes, all 

the dimensions of the five-factor personality theory have 

not been investigated with respect to the love attitudes of 

C. Hendrick and Hendrick (1986). The method of assessing 

mental representations of oneself and one's partner used in 
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this research allows examination of five-factor personality 

correlates of the love attitudes. 

Statement of the Problems 

This study addresses three main problems. The first 

problem concerns whether similarity of mental 

representations on the dimensions of the five-factor model 

of personality will predict relationship satisfaction. The 

second problem examines how the NEO PI measure of the 

five-factor model of personality correlates with the LAS 

love attitudes. Third, the methodology employed in this 

study allows a replication of S. S. Hendrick et al.'s (1988) 

identification of love attitudes as predictors of 

relationship satisfaction. 

Schematic similaritv. As a relationship deepens, 

personality and cognitive structural similarity become more 

important predictors of attraction than similarity among 

needs, attitudes, and beliefs (Henderson & Furnham, 1982; 

Neimeyer & Mitchell, 1988). Within the depth of a romantic 

relationship then, similar mental representations of oneself 

and one's partner may predict relationship satisfaction. 

This hypothesis has not been tested using an instrument that 

assesses the five dimensions thought to be sufficiently 

descriptive of personality (John, 1990). Use of the NEO PI 

as a schema assessment tool allows examination of schematic 

similarity in general and along each dimension of the 
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five-factor model in the prediction of relationship 

satisfaction. 

Do actual similarity, perceived similarity, and 

accuracy of perception all influence relationship 

satisfaction? Steele and McGlynn (1979) found a direct 

connection between similarity and attraction that also might 

apply to similarity and relationship satisfaction. If this 

holds true, then similarity of self-ratings between members 

of a couple may predict relationship satisfaction. 

Sternberg and Barnes (1985) reported the perceived partner 

as more important to relationship satisfaction than the 

actual partner (the partner's self-rating). Based on this 

finding, similarity between one's self-rating and partner-

rating (perceived similarity) may predict relationship 

satisfaction. Applying tenets of consistency theory to 

comparisons of mental representations, similarity between 

one's partner-rating and the partner's self-rating may 

influence relationship satisfaction. All three of these 

similarity comparisons may influence relationship 

satisfaction to some degree. The exploratory nature of this 

project allows investigation of each type of similarity 

along each dimension of the five-factor model of 

personality. 

NEO PI correlates of the LAS. Love attitudes have been 

associated with personality variables (Fehr & Broughton, 

1991; C. Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986). Fehr tied prototypes 
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of love she identified to existing love attitudes and then 

investigated the prototypes in relation to the five-factor 

model of personality—with the five dimensions measured 

using an adjective checklist (Fehr, 1991; Fehr & Broughton, 

1991). As yet, however, the five-factor personality 

correlates of the LAS (C. Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986, 1990) 

have not been directly determined using the most reliable 

five-factor personality assessment instrument currently 

available (the NEO PI). By using the NEO PI as a schema 

assessment tool, self-ratings on each dimension of the NEO 

PI can be investigated for correlations with the LAS love 

attitudes (C. Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986; 1990). 

Preliminary results of Woll (1989) suggest that Ludus 

may correlate with Extraversion. Similarity of description 

between the love attitude of Pragma and descriptors 

associated with the personality dimension of 

Conscientiousness suggest that these two correlate. 

Finally, the love attitude of Mania seems to contain within 

it elements of neurotic anxiety; therefore, the five-factor 

dimension of Neuroticism may correlate with Mania. 

IAS correlates of the RAS. S. S. Hendrick et al. 

(1988) found that Eros endorsement was positively associated 

with relationship satisfaction on the RAS for both men and 

women. Also, Ludus was negatively correlated with RAS 

scores for both sexes. For women. Mania showed an 

additional negative correlation with RAS scores. 
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Corroboration of these findings in the present study will 

provide additional support for the association between one's 

love attitude and relationship satisfaction. 

Hvpotheses 

1. If similarity of self-representations on one or all 

dimensions of the five-factor model of personality leads to 

greater relationship satisfaction for members of a romantic 

couple, then difference scores between self-ratings in 

general or on each dimension of the NEO PI should negatively 

predict relationship satisfaction for men, for women, and 

for the couple as a unit (relationship satisfaction for the 

couple as a unit will be the averaged relationship 

satisfaction scores of the members of the couple). 

2. If similarity of an individual's mental 

representations of him- or herself and his or her partner on 

one or all dimensions of the five-factor model of 

personality leads to greater relationship satisfaction, then 

difference scores between self- and perceived-partner 

schemata in general or on each dimension of the NEO PI 

should negatively predict relationship satisfaction for each 

person. 

3. If similarity of perceived-partners on one or all 

dimensions of the five-factor model of personality (measured 

by subtracting the man's partner-rating from the woman's 

partner-rating) leads to greater relationship satisfaction, 
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then difference scores between partner-ratings in general or 

on each dimension of the NEO PI should negatively predict 

relationship satisfaction for men, for women, and for the 

couple as a unit (relationship satisfaction for the couple 

as a unit will be the averaged relationship satisfaction 

scores of the members of the couple) . 

4. If accuracy of one's perception of one's partner 

(for women, this is measured by subtracting the man's 

self-schema from the woman's perceived-partner schema; for 

men, this is measured by subtracting the woman's self-schema 

from the man's perceived-partner schema) on one or all 

dimensions of the five-factor model of personality leads to 

greater relationship satisfaction, then difference scores 

between one's partner-rating and the partner's self-rating 

in general or on each dimension of the NEO PI should 

negatively predict relationship satisfaction for men and for 

women. 

5. Endorsement of Ludus will positively correlate with 

the NEO PI dimension of Extraversion, consistent with Woll 

(1989) . 

6. Endorsement of Pragma will positively correlate 

with the NEO PI dimension of Conscientiousness. 

7. Endorsement of Mania will positively correlate with 

the NEO PI dimension of Neuroticism. 
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8. Endorsement of Eros will positively correlate with 

relationship satisfaction, consistent with S. S. Hendrick et 

al. (1988). 

9. Endorsement of Ludus will negatively correlate with 

relationship satisfaction, consistent with S. S. Hendrick et 

al. (1988). 

10. Endorsement of Mania will negatively correlate 

with relationship satisfaction for women, consistent with S. 

S. Hendrick et al. (1988). 
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CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Sample 

The investigator recruited 79 romantic, dating couples 

through Introductory Psychology classes at Texas Tech 

University. Participation offered course credits to 

Introductory Psychology students in romantic, heterosexual, 

dating relationships. When a couple included two members of 

the Introductory Psychology course, each student received 

course credits; however, when a couple had only one 

Introductory Psychology student, the study provided no 

additional compensation to that student for the 

participation of her or his partner. Participants who were 

not in the Introductory Psychology course received no 

compensation for their participation. 

Measures 

All participants completed six measures divided into 

two packages. The Background Inventory, Love and 

Relationship Biography, Love Attitudes Scale, and 

Relationship Satisfaction Scale comprised one package. The 

other package included NEO PI self- and partner-rating 

questionnaires. Counterbalancing of the order of 

presentation of the packages reduced fatigue effects. 

Participants responded to the questionnaires on Texas Tech 
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University Test Form Answer Sheets designed for optical 

scanning. 

Background Inventory. This measure consists of six 

items used to identify the participant's gender, ethnicity, 

age, family size, family wealth, and the population size of 

her or his home community. 

Love and Relationship Biography. This fifteen-item 

inventory provides information on the participants' personal 

history of past and current love and romantic relationship 

experiences. 

Love Attitudes Scale (LAS). This 42-item scale 

includes six subscales (seven items each) that assess 

participants' attitudes toward love. The subscales are: 

Eros, Ludus, Storge, Pragma, Mania, and Agape. Research 

revealed modest correlations among the subscales, indicating 

that they may be considered independent. Test-retest 

reliabilities for the subscales range from .70 to .82 (C. 

Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986). Alpha coefficients for the 

subscales range from a low of .62 for Storge to .84 for 

Agape (C. Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986). This project used the 

most current, relationship specific version of the scale (C. 

Hendrick & Hendrick, 1990). 

Alpha coefficients for the LAS subscales calculated 

using the 158 participants in this study were: .69 for 

Eros, .75 for Ludus, .74 for Storge, .82 for Pragma, .74 for 

Mania, and .82 for Agape. 
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Normally, LAS responses are scored from one to five, 

with lower scores indicating greater agreement with the 

particular attitude. The present study reversed scoring on 

the LAS, such that higher scores indicated greater 

agreement. This alteration enabled the use of a common 

response metric for the LAS and the NEO PI ratings. 

Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS). This measure 

consists of a seven-item, single factor scale measuring 

relationship satisfaction. It was adapted from the Marital 

Assessment Questionnaire (Hendrick, 1981). Research 

supports the RAS as a valid instrument, correlating .80 with 

Spanier's (1976) Dyadic Adjustment Scale (S. S. Hendrick, 

1988) . The RAS has proven reliability as well, with an 

alpha coefficient of .86 (S. S. Hendrick, 1988). 

Using the 158 participants in this study, RAS responses 

generated an alpha coefficient of .79. 

NEO PI. The NEO PI (Costa & McCrae, 1985) contains 181 

items designed to measure five orthogonal dimensions of 

personality. The five dimensions are: Neuroticism, 

Extraversion or Surgency, Openness to Experience, 

Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness. McCrae and Costa 

(1987) reported coefficients alpha ranging from .56 to .84, 

test-retest reliabilities as high as .93, and moderate 

correlations between peer and self reports—the highest 

being .74 between wives' ratings of their husbands and 
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husbands' ratings of themselves on Extraversion. The 

instrument comes in self- and peer-rating forms. 

Using the 158 participants in this study, alpha 

coefficients for the NEO PI were: .90 for self-ratings on 

Neuroticism, .92 for partner-ratings on Neuroticism, .84 for 

self-ratings on Extraversion, .89 for partner-ratings on 

Extraversion, .85 for self-ratings on Openness to 

Experience, .86 on partner-ratings on Openness to 

Experience, .82 for self-ratings on Conscientiousness, .87 

for partner-ratings on Conscientiousness, .80 for self-

ratings on Agreeableness, and .86 for partner-ratings on 

Agreeableness. 

Design and Procedure 

Participants came to the study in couples. The 

investigator collected data over ten administrations 

conducted from January 1, 1992, to February 20, 1992. No 

administration included more than twelve couples. At the 

beginning of each administration, the investigator handed 

each couple coded envelopes and asked them to separate to 

opposite sides of the room for the duration of the 

administration. This procedure encouraged honest responding 

by making it unlikely that a member of a couple might be 

able to view his or her partner's responses. Administration 

procedures ensured further confidentiality of responses by 

having participants return their questionnaires in 
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nondescript envelopes and by having the questionnaires coded 

such that participants were not required to include their 

names on their response sheets. Couples had numbers 

assigned and coded on their response sheets which made it 

possible for the experimenter to determine the name of a 

participant by cross-referencing couple numbers with names 

on the sign-up sheet. 

Appendices B through G contain examples of the 

materials used in this study. Due to copyright 

restrictions, copies of the NEO PI could not be included. 

The experimenter read the instructions provided in Appendix 

C at the beginning of each trial; participants did not have 

a copy of these instructions in their materials. 
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CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Overview 

Chapter III describes the results of this study, along 

with some additional post hoc analyses. The chapter 

presents characteristics of the sample first, followed by 

descriptions of results found for hypotheses concerning: 

(1) schematic similarity on dimensions of the five-factor 

model of personality as predictors of relationship 

satisfaction, (2) NEO PI and LAS associations, and (3) LAS 

correlates of relationship satisfaction. Post hoc analyses 

discussed include an examination of gender differences on 

schematic assessments, LAS responses, and RAS responses. 

The chapter concludes with a comparison of NEO PI responses 

and LAS responses as predictors of relationship 

satisfaction. 

Returned questionnaire response sheets had a total of 

twelve instances of missing data points. In accordance with 

Tabachnick and Fidell's (1989) suggestions for handling 

missing data, specific means for each missing response were 

calculated from available data and substituted for the 

missing data points. This procedure replaced each missing 

data point with the mean for that gender of respondent on 

that particular question. In the case of fractions, the 

34 



investigator rounded means to the nearest whole number 

before substituting them for the missing data points. 

Description of the Sample 

All 79 couples included at least one Introductory 

Psychology student, who received class credit for 

participating. Both partners in 16 couples were 

Introductory Psychology students. Eighty percent of the 

female participants and 41 percent of the male participants 

described themselves as Introductory Psychology students. 

To take part in the study. Introductory Psychology 

students had to seek the cooperation of their partners. 

This requirement may have led to overrepresentation of 

couples having good relationships. Women participants 

averaged 4.24 out of a maximum of 5.00 on the RAS, with 

higher scores associated with higher relationship 

satisfaction. Men averaged 4.08 on the RAS. Appendix H 

provides means and standard deviations for scores on the 

RAS, LAS, and NEO PI. 

Eleven percent of the males and 10 percent of the 

females in the sample reported Hispanic ethnicity. Four 

percent of the men and three percent of the women described 

themselves as Black. Three percent of the women considered 

themselves Oriental. The rest of the sample reported their 

ethnicity as White. 
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Participants typically came from cities of less than 

200,000, with family incomes of less than $50,000. On the 

average, they reported relationships of from three months to 

a year. Women reported an average age of 19 to 20 years; 

men reported an average age of 20 to 21 years. 

Similaritv and Relationship Satisfaction 

Absolute difference scores were calculated by 

subtracting each male partner's scores on each dimension of 

the NEO PI from the comparable score of his female partner, 

ignoring the direction of the difference. Global difference 

scores consisted of the sum of the absolute difference 

scores over all five of the NEO PI dimensions for each 

couple. Since the main hypothesis of this research 

concerned schematic similarity as a predictor of 

relationship satisfaction, global difference scores were 

tested at a .05 level of significance. In acknowledgement 

of the familywise error rate introduced through the numerous 

schematic similarity hypotheses tested, difference scores of 

each specific NEO PI dimension were tested at a .01 level of 

significance. 

Examination of global difference scores in hypotheses 

one and three used a combined relationship satisfaction 

score (consisting of the sum of the male and female 

relationship satisfaction scores) in addition to separate 

measures of male and female relationship satisfaction. 
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Combined relationship satisfaction of the couple was not 

used as a dependent measure for difference scores calculated 

completely within subjects; therefore, hypotheses two and 

four did not employ combined relationship satisfaction as a 

dependent variable. 

Meaningful use of a difference score as a predictor 

relies on either factoring-out covariance with the component 

scores comprising the difference score, or on demonstrating 

the orthogonality of the difference score and respective 

component scores (as noted by Glenn, 1990). Hierarchical 

regression procedures were used for all analyses with 

similarity as a predictor of relationship satisfaction. The 

hierarchical approach restricts the test of significance to 

the unique contribution of the difference score, with the 

influence of the component scores removed (Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 1989). 

Although this research primarily concerned similarity 

as a predictor of relationship satisfaction, use of absolute 

difference scores made it possible to look for evidence of 

an association between complementarity and relationship 

satisfaction as well. Negative regression coefficients 

indicate that diminishing difference, or similarity, better 

predicts relationship satisfaction. By comparison, positive 

regression coefficients reveal that greater difference, or 

complementarity, more strongly predicts relationship 

satisfaction. The results of hypotheses one through four 
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included investigation of both similarity and 

complementarity as possible predictors of relationship 

satisfaction. 

Comparison of self-schemata between members of a 

couple. Investigation of whether similarity in self-

perception, using the NEO PI as a self-schema assessment 

tool, leads to greater relationship satisfaction yielded 

nothing significant. As Tables 1 and 2 illustrate, neither 

global difference scores nor difference scores on specific 

dimensions of self-ratings on the NEO PI were significant 

predictors of relationship satisfaction for males, for 

females, or for the couple considered together. Difference 

scores on Neuroticism reached the .05 but not the .01 level 

of significance as a predictor of male relationship 

satisfaction. The correlation between difference scores and 

male relationship satisfaction was positive, indicating that 

as the difference score increased so did male relationship 

satisfaction. This suggests a trend toward complementarity 

on Neuroticism self-ratings as a predictor of male 

relationship satisfaction. 

Comparison of one's self-schema to one's partner-schema 

within participants. Perceived similarity as a predictor of 

relationship satisfaction was examined by comparing self-

ratings with partner-ratings on the NEO PI. Table 3 reveals 

that no comparison of self- and partner-ratings reached the 

.01 level of significance. For women, similarity between 
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TABLE 1 

SELF-RATING MINUS PARTNER'S SELF-RATING 
REGRESSED ON COUPLE'S RAS 

Difference 
Score R2 change F change B 

Global .01 .69 .03 

Neuroticism 

Extraversion 

.02 

.00 

1.98 

.19 

.08 

-.03 

Openness 

Agreeableness 

.01 

.02 

Conscientiousness .00 

.42 

1.60 

.10 

^Couple's RAS = male score + female score. 

-.04 

-.15 

.04 
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TABLE 2 

SELF-RATING MINUS PARTNER'S SELF-RATING 
REGRESSED ON MALE AND FEMALE RAS 

Difference 
Score F 

Global 

Neuroticism 

Extraversion 

Openness 

Agreeableness 

Conscientiousness 

[^ change 

.00 
(.03) 

.00 
(.06) 

.01 
(.00) 

.02 
(.00) 

.03 
(.00) 

.00 
(.01) 

F change 

.09 
(2.64) 

.05 
(5.20)* 

.74 
(.02) 

1.90 
(.10) 

2.65 
(.25) 

.16 
(.99) 

B 

-.01 
(.03) 

.01 
(.07) 

-.04 
(.01) 

-.05 
(.01) 

-.11 
(-.03) 

-.03 
(.07) 

Vemale RAS listed above (male RAS in parentheses) 

•significant at p<.05. 
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TABLE 3 

SELF-RATING MINUS PARTNER-RATING 
REGRESSED ON MALE AND FEMALE RAS 1 

Difference 
Score R2 change 

. 0 4 
( . 0 0 ) 

. 0 6 
( . 0 2 ) 

. 0 1 
( . 0 0 ) 

. 0 0 
( . 0 0 ) 

. 0 4 
( . 0 0 ) 

F change B 

Global 

Neuroticism 

Extraversion 

Openness 

Agreeableness 

Conscientiousness .01 
(.00) 

3 . 
( . 

4 , 
( 1 . 

i 

( 

1 

( 

3 
( 

( 

,24 
. 1 3 ) 

. 8 2 * 

. 2 2 ) 

. 9 0 

. 3 3 ) 

. 3 3 

. 0 6 ) 

. 3 4 

. 1 8 ) 

. 8 8 

. 2 8 ) 

- . 0 3 
( - . 0 1 ) 

- . 0 9 
( - . 0 4 ) 

- . 0 3 
( - . 0 2 ) 

- . 0 3 
( - . 0 1 ) 

- . 0 9 
( . 0 3 ) 

- . 0 6 
( . 0 3 ) 

Vemale RAS listed above (male RAS in parentheses) 

•Significant at p<.05. 
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their self-schemata and their partner-schemata on the NEO PI 

dimension of Neuroticism predicted their relationship 

satisfaction at the .05 level of significance, suggesting a 

trend toward greater female relationship satisfaction if 

women perceive themselves as similar to their partners on 

the dimension of Neuroticism. 

Comparison of partner-schemata between members of a 

couple. Similarity of views partners have of each other was 

also considered as a possible predictor of relationship 

satisfaction. As Tables 4 and 5 show, under no 

circumstances did similarity or complementarity on these 

ratings provide significant prediction of relationship 

satisfaction. 

Comparison of one's partner-schema to the self-schema 

of one's partner—an index of perceptual agreement. This 

hypothesis addressed whether convergence between partner-

ratings and partner self-ratings leads to greater 

relationship satisfaction. Tables 6 and 7 present the 

results of these analyses. An interesting association 

emerged between male relationship satisfaction and the 

difference score of male partner-ratings minus female self-

ratings on the dimension of Conscientiousness. The postive 

regression coefficient between this difference score and 

male relationship satisfaction indicates a complementarity 

effect. As the difference score increased, corresponding to 

greater disagreement between males and females on the 
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TABLE 4 

PARTNER-RATING MINUS PARTNER-RATING 
REGRESSED ON COUPLE'S RAS 

Difference 
Score R2 change F change B 

Global .01 .66 -.02 

Neuroticism .02 1.39 -.06 

Extraversion .00 .13 -.02 

Openness .00 .03 .01 

Agreeableness .00 .08 .03 

Conscientiousness .01 .60 .07 

Couple's RAS = male score + female score. 
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TABLE 5 

PARTNER-RATING MINUS PARTNER-RATING 
REGRESSED ON MALE AND FEMALE RAŜ  

Difference 
Score R2 

Global 

Neuroticism 

Extraversion 

Openness 

Agreeableness 

Conscientiousness 

change 

.02 
(.00) 

.03 
(.00) 

.00 
(.00) 

.00 
(.01) 

.00 
(.00) 

.00 
(.03) 

F change 

2.06 
(.00) 

2.72 
(.11) 

.07 
(.15) 

.13 
(.42) 

.29 
(.00) 

.00 
(2.01) 

B 

-.02 
(.00) 

-.05 
(-.01) 

-.01 
(-.01) 

-.01 
(.02) 

.03 
(.00) 

.00 
(.07) 

Female RAS listed above (male RAS in parentheses) 
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TABLE 6 

MAN'S PARTNER-RATING MINUS WOMAN'S SELF-RATING 
REGRESSED ON MALE AND FEMALE RAŜ  

Difference 
Score Ra 

Global 

Neuroticism 

Extraversion 

Openness 

Agreeableness 

Conscientiousness 

change 

.02 
(.00) 

.00 
(.00) 

.03 
(.01) 

.01 
(.02) 

.00 
(.01) 

.00 
(.09) 

F change 

1.17 
(.28) 

.14 
(.05) 

2.60 
(.50) 

.69 
(1.34) 

.31 
(1.08) 

.09 
(7.53)** 

B 

-.02 
(.01) 

-.01 
(-.01) 

-.07 
(-.03) 

-.04 
(.05) 

.06 
(.10) 

.03 
(.25) 

Vemale RAS listed above (male RAS in parentheses) 

**significant at p<.01. 
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TABLE 7 

WOMAN'S PARTNER-RATING MINUS MAN'S SELF-RATING 
REGRESSED ON MALE AND FEMALE RAŜ  

Difference 
Score R2 

Global 

Neuroticism 

Extraversion 

Openness 

Agreeableness 

Conscientiousness 

change 

.01 
(.00) 

.04 
(.00) 

.01 
(.02) 

.00 
(.00) 

.00 
(.01) 

.01 
(.02) 

F change 

1.20 
(.05) 

3.53 
(.05) 

.81 
(1.46) 

.05 
(.21) 

.07 
(.93) 

.90 
(1.32) 

B 

-.02 
(.00) 

-.09 
(-.01) 

.04 
(.05) 

.01 
(-.02) 

-.02 
(-.08) 

.08 
(.10) 

Female RAS listed above (male RAS in parentheses) 
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latter's Conscientiousness, male relationship satisfaction 

increased. A corresponding effect did not emerge for 

Conscientiousness and female relationship satisfaction. 

For women, there was a nonsignificant trend toward 

prediction of their relationship satisfaction based on 

similarity of their partner-ratings and male self-ratings on 

Neuroticism. 

NEO PI and LAS Correlations 

Table 8 presents a correlation matrix between self-

ratings on the NEO PI and LAS endorsement. The hypothesized 

correlation between self-ratings on Extraversion and 

endorsement of Ludus, as suggested by Woll (1989), found no 

support (for women, r=.06; for men, r=.07). Also, the 

hypothesized correlation between Conscientiousness and 

Pragma failed to emerge (for women, r=.07; for men, r=.14). 

As predicted, self-ratings on Neuroticism significantly 

correlated with endorsement of the love attitude of Mania 

(for women, r=.37; for men, r=.31). 

LAS and RAS Correlations 

Consistent with the report of S. S. Hendrick et al. 

(1988), relationship satisfaction significantly positively 

correlated with endorsement of the love attitude of Eros and 

significantly negatively correlated with endorsement of 

Ludus. As Table 9 shows, this relationship held for both 
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TABLE 8 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SELF-RATINGS 
ON THE NEO PI AND LAS SCALES 

LAS Scales 

Eros 

Ludus 

Storge 

Pragma 

Mania 

Agape 

SN 

-.01 
(-.11) 

.09 
(.28)* 

-.13 
(-.25)* 

-.07 
(.09) 

.37** 
(.31)** 

-.03 
(-.12) 

SE 

.09 
(.13) 

.06 
(.07) 

-.13 
(.10) 

.22 
(.13) 

.13 
(.07) 

.13 
(.11) 

NEO PI Sea] 

SO 

.04 
(.27)* 

-.08 
(.04) 

.00 
(.13) 

-.22* 
(.04) 

.00 
(.26)* 

-.02 
(.21) 

.es 

SA 

.27* 
(.06) 

-.30** 
(-.32)** 

.01 
(.28)* 

-.23* 
(.12) 

-.11 
(.10) 

.24* 
(.19) 

SC 

.26* 
(.11) 

-.16 
(-.01) 

.19 
(.20) 

.07 
(.14) 

.08 
(-.24)* 

.36** 
(.06) 

^Correlations for women listed above (men in 
parentheses). 

*Significant at p<.05. 
**Significant at p<.01. 

Note: In some cases, numbers reported were rounded to 
the nearest second decimal place. Because criteria for 
significance were calculated at greater specificity, m 
this table some numbers reported did not reach 
significance whereas other numbers did. 

Key: 
SN = self-report on the scale of Neuroticism. 
SE = self-report on the scale of Extraversion. 
SO = self-report on the scale of Openness to 

Experience. 
SA = self-report on the scale of Agreeableness. 
SC = self-report on the scale of Conscientiousness. 
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TABLE 9 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN LAS SCALES AND RAS REPORTS 

LAS Scale 

Eros 
women 

men 

Ludus 
women 

men 

Storge 
women 

men 

Pragma 
women 

men 

Mania 
women 

men 

Agape 
women 

men 

Relationship 

Women's 

.43** 

.28* 

-.31** 
-.28* 

.33** 

.27* 

-.06 
-.21 

-.11 
.12 

.52** 

.42** 

RAS 

Satisfaction 

Men's RAS 

.23* 

.49** 

-.29** 
-.51** 

.23* 

.28* 

-.11 
-.09 

-.18 
.26* 

.33** 

.60** 

(RAS Report) 

Couple's RAS 

.39** 

.45** 

-.35** 
-.45** 

.33** 

.32** 

-.10 
-.18 

-.17 
.22 

.50** 

.60** 

*Significant at the p<.05. 
**Significant at the p<.01. 

Note: Couple's RAS is the combination of the woman's 
and the man's RAS score for each couple. 
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men and women. Male relationship satisfaction correlated 

with male endorsement of Eros (r=.49, p<.oi) and with female 

endorsement of Eros (r=.23, p<.05). Female relationship 

satisfaction correlated with female endorsement of Eros 

(r=.43, p<.01) and with male endorsement of Eros (r=.28, 

p<.05). Ludus endorsement by males negatively correlated 

with male relationship satisfaction (r=-.51, p<.05) and 

negatively correlated with female relationship satisfaction 

(r=-.28, p<.05). The attitude of Ludus also negatively 

correlated with relationship satisfaction when endorsed by 

females (r=-.31, p<.01, for female relationship 

satisfaction; r=-.29, p<.01, for male relationship 

satisfaction). 

Unlike S. S. Hendrick et al. (1988), results of the 

present study did not support a significant negative 

relationship between female endorsement of Mania and female 

relationship satisfaction (r=-.ll). 

Post Hoc Comparisons 

In addition to planned analyses, further examination of 

correlations among variables in the study revealed some 

unexpected associations. The results of these analyses 

follow under the headings of: Correlations Within 

Instruments, NEO PI and LAS Associations, LAS and RAS 
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Associations, NEO PI and RAS Associations, and Gender 

Comparisons. 

Correlations within instruments. Table 10 presents 

correlations between the scales of the LAS for men and for 

women. For men, Eros endorsement negatively correlated with 

endorsement of Ludus (r=-.31, p<.01). A similar negative 

correlation between these attitudes emerged for women 

(r=-.39, p<.01). Eros was positively associated with Agape 

for both sexes (males: r=.55, p<.01; females: r=.42, p<.01). 

In males, Eros also positively correlated with Mania (r=.40, 

p<.01). Ludus endorsement negatively correlated with Agape 

in both sexes (males: r=-.58, p<.01; females: r=-.37, 

p<.01). Endorsement of Ludus by women positively correlated 

with Pragma endorsement (r=.38, p<.01); men had a similar, 

but nonsignificant, trend (r=.22, p>.05). For males, Ludus 

also negatively correlated with Mania (r=-.23, p<.05) and 

Storge (r=-.26, p<.05). Storge positively correlated with 

Agape for both sexes (males: r=.29, p<.01; females: r=.28, 

p<.05). Finally, Mania positively correlated with Agape for 

both sexes (males: r=.46, p<.01; females: r=.33, p<.01). 

Scores on the RAS within couples also correlated 

(r=.46, p<.01). See Table 11 for correlations among 

relationship satisfaction measures. Higher relationship 

satisfaction by an individual corresponded to higher 

relationship satisfaction by the person's partner. 
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TABLE 10 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE SCALES OF THE LAs' 

Eros 

Ludus 

Storge 

Pragma 

Mania 

Agape 

Eros 

1.00 
(1.00 ) 

Love 

Ludus 

-.39** 
(-.31)** 

1.00 
(1.00) 

Attitudes 

Storge 

-.06 
(.08) 

-.05 
(-.26)* 

1.00 
(1.00) 

Of the 

Pragma 

-.10 
(.17) 

.38** 
(.22) 

.02 
(.00) 

1.00 
(1.00) 

LAS 

Mania 

.22 
(.40)** 

-.02 
(-.23)* 

-.20 
(-.01) 

.02 
(.17) 

1.00 
(1.00) 

Agape 

.42** 
(.55)** 

-.37** 
(-.58)** 

.28* 
(.29)** 

-.09 
(.04) 

.33** 
(.46)** 

1.00 
(1.00) 

Correlations for women listed above (men in 
parentheses). 

•Significant at p<.05. 
**Significant at p<.01. 

Note: Due to rounding error, some identical numbers in 
this table may vary as to their statistical 
significance. 
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TABLE 11 

RELATIONSHIP SATISFACTION (RAS) CORRELATIONS 

Woman's RAS Man's RAS Couple's RAS 

Woman's RAS 1.00 .46** .86** 

Man's RAS 1.00 .84** 

Couple's RAS 1.00 

**Significant at the .01 level of significance. 

Note: Couple's RAS is the combination of the woman's 
and the man's RAS scores for each couple. 
RAS = Relationship Assessment Scale. 
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Table 12 shows correlations between self-ratings on NEO 

PI scales by gender. For men, self-ratings on Neuroticism 

negatively correlated with self-ratings on Conscientiousness 

(r=-.23, p<.05). Women's self-scores on Neuroticism 

negatively correlated with self-scores on Agreeableness 

(̂ =".34, p<.01) and with self-scores on Extraversion 

(r=-.34, p<.01). Men's self-scores on Extraversion 

positively correlated with self-scores on Agreeableness 

(r=.26, p<.05). Conscientiousness (r=.24, p<.05), and 

Openness to Experience (r=.32, p<.01). 

Table 13 displays correlations among partner-ratings on 

the scales of the NEO PI by gender. As a reminder, 

"partner-ratings" refers to the ratings an individual 

provides of his or her partner; "ratings of oneself by one's 

partner" indicates a change of perspective to that of the 

partner. Partner-ratings on Extraversion correlated with 

partner-ratings on Openness to Experience for both sexes (in 

men: r=.39, p<.01; in women: r=.50, p<.01). In women, 

partner-ratings on Extraversion also positively correlated 

with partner-ratings on Agreeableness (r=.23, p<.05) and 

with partner-ratings on Conscientiousness (r=.30, p<.01). 

Female participants had a positive correlation between their 

partner-ratings on Openness to Experience and partner-

ratings on Agreeableness (r=.33, p<.01). Women respondents 

also had a positive correlation between partner-ratings on 
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TABLE 12 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN NEO PI SCALES ON SELF-RATINGS^ 

NEO PI Self-ratings 

SN SE SO SA SC 

SN 

SE 

SO 

SA 

SC 

1 . 0 0 
( 1 . 0 0 ) 

- . 3 4 * * 
( - . 0 2 ) 

1 . 0 0 
( 1 . 0 0 ) 

. 0 1 
( . 1 6 ) 

. 0 6 
( . 3 2 ) * * 

1 . 0 0 
( 1 . 0 0 ) 

- . 3 4 * * 
( - . 1 4 ) 

. 0 7 
( . 2 6 ) * 

. 0 8 
( . 1 1 ) 

1 . 0 0 
( 1 . 0 0 ) 

- . 0 9 
( - . 2 3 ) * 

- . 0 1 
( . 2 4 ) * 

. 0 0 
( . 0 1 ) 

. 1 7 
( . 1 7 ) 

1 . 0 0 
( 1 . 0 0 ) 

^Correlations for women listed above (men in 
parentheses). 

*Significant at p<.05. 
**Significant at p<.01. 

Key: 
SN = Self-ratings on Neuroticism. 
SE = Self-ratings on Extraversion. 
SO = Self-ratings on Openness to Experience. 
SA = Self-ratings on Agreeableness. 
SC = Self-ratings on Conscientiousness. 
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TABLE 13 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN NEO PI SCALES ON PARTNER-RATINGS^ 

NEO PI Partner Ratings 

PN PE PO PA PC 

PN 

PE 

PO 

PA 

PC 

1 .00 
( 1 . 0 0 ) 

- . 0 5 
( - . 1 9 ) 

1 .00 
( 1 . 0 0 ) 

. 07 
( . 1 1 ) 

. 5 0 * * 
( . 3 9 ) * * 

1 .00 
( 1 . 0 0 ) 

- . 1 1 
( - . 2 1 ) 

. 2 3 * 
( - . 0 9 ) 

. 3 3 * * 
( . 1 9 ) 

1 .00 
( 1 . 0 0 ) 

- . 1 5 
( - . 1 3 ) 

. 3 0 * * 
( . 1 8 ) 

. 0 3 
( . 0 4 ) 

. 2 4 * 
( - . 0 4 ) 

1 .00 
( 1 . 0 0 ) 

^Correlations for women listed above (men in 
parentheses). 

*Significant at p<.05. 
**Significant at p<.01. 

Key: 
PN = participant's rating of partner on Neuroticism. 
PE = participant's rating of partner on Extraversion. 
PO = participant's rating of partner on Openness to 

Experience. 
PA = participant's rating of partner on Agreeableness 
PC = participant's rating of partner on 

Conscientiousness. 
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Agreeableness and partner-ratings on Conscientiousness 

(r=.24, p<.05). 

Some significant correlations also emerged between 

self- and partner-ratings on the NEO PI. Table 14 presents 

these correlations by gender. In men, self-ratings on 

Extraversion positively correlated with their ratings of 

their partners (called partner-ratings) on Extraversion 

(r=.24, p<.05) and with partner-ratings on Openness to 

Experience (r=.25, p<.05). In women, self-ratings on 

Extraversion positively correlated with partner-ratings on 

Conscientiousness (r=.28, p<.05). Female respondents had a 

negative correlation between self-ratings on Neuroticism and 

partner-ratings on Conscientiousness (r=-.24, p<.05). Women 

also revealed a positive association between partner-ratings 

on Openness to Experience and self-ratings on Openness to 

Experience (r=.28, p<.05) and self-ratings on 

Conscientiousness (r=.23, p<.05). Self-ratings on Openness 

to Experience positively correlated with partner-ratings on 

Openness to Experience in male respondents (r=.40, p<.01). 

Also, male participants had a negative correlation between 

self-ratings on Conscientiousness and partner-ratings on 

Neuroticism (r=-.23, p<.05). 

Tables 15 and 16 show that self-ratings of oneself 

moderately agreed with ratings of oneself by one's partner 

for most dimensions of the NEO PI and for both men and 
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TABLE 14 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN NEO PI SELF-RATINGS 
AND PARTNER-RATINGS WITHIN INDIVIDUALS 

Partner-
ratings 

PN 

PE 

PO 

PA 

PC 

SN 

.10 
(.17) 

-.19 
(.04) 

-.14 
(-.01) 

-.06 
(-.11) 

-.24* 
(-.03) 

Self-ratings 
SE SO 

-.01 
(-.03) 

.15 
(.24)* 

-.04 
(.25)* 

-.09 
(.11) 

.28* 
(.16) 

.01 
(.18) 

.02 
(.05) 

.28* 
(.40)** 

.12 
(.18) 

.14 
(.12) 

SA 

-.06 
(-.19) 

.03 
(.03) 

.01 
(.04) 

-.12 
(.12) 

.15 
(.15) 

SC 

-.08 
(-.23)* 

.07 
(.10) 

.23* 
(.10) 

.14 
(.21) 

.00 
(-.10) 

^Correlations for women listed above (men in 
parentheses). 

•Significant at the .05 level of significance. 
**Significant at the .01 level of significance. 

Key: 
SN = self-rating on Neuroticism. 
SE = self-rating on Extraversion. 
SO = self-rating on Openness to Experience. 
SA = self-rating on Agreeableness. 
SC = self-rating on Conscientiousness. 
PN = participant's rating of partner on Neuroticism. 
PE = participant's rating of partner on Extraversion. 
PC = participant's rating of partner on Openness to 

Experience. 
PA = participant's rating of partner on Agreeableness 
PC = participant's rating of partner on 

Conscientiousness. 
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TABLE 15 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN FEMALE'S SELF-RATINGS AND 
MALE'S PARTNER-RATINGS WITHIN COUPLES 

Female's 
self-ratings 

Neuroticism 

Extraversion 

Openness 

Agreeableness 

Conscientiousness 

N 

33** 

-.12 

07 

04 

16 

Male's partner-ratings 

-.12 .01 

.40** -.10 

-.08 

-.09 

-.06 

-.16 

-.01 

13 

.10 

-.11 

08 

.00 

-.08 

-.10 

50** -.10 

05 .51** 

**significant at p<.01. 
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TABLE 16 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN MALE'S SELF-RATINGS AND 
FEMALE'S PARTNER-RATINGS WITHIN COUPLES 

Female's partner-ratings 

Male's 
self-ratings 

Neuroticism 

Extraversion 

Openness 

Agreeableness 

Conscientiousness 

N 

45** 

01 

04 

02 

25* 

-.02 

51** 

19 

33** 

08 

.07 

.18 

.45** 

.29** 

-.23 

-.03 

-.01 

.00 

.49** 

-.02 

-.13 

.26* 

-.05 

.21 

.52** 

•significant at p<.05. 
**significant at p<.01. 
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women. Male ratings of their partners on Neuroticism 

significantly correlated with female self-ratings on 

Neuroticism (r=.33, p<.01). Men also rated their partners 

similarly to how the women rated themselves on Extraversion 

(r=.40, p<.01), Agreeableness (r=.50, p<.01), and 

Conscientiousness (r=.51, p<.01). Men did not significantly 

agree with their partner's self-ratings on Openness to 

Experience (r=.13). 

Women's ratings of their partners significantly 

correlated with the self-ratings of the men across all five 

NEO PI dimensions (Neuroticism, r=.45, p<.01; Extraversion, 

r=.51, p<.01; Openness to Experience, r=.45, p<.01; 

Agreeableness, r=.49, p<.01; Conscientiousness=.52, p<.01). 

Three additional significant correlations emerged from 

comparison of women's partner-ratings to men's self-ratings. 

Women's ratings of their partners on Openness to Experience 

correlated with male self-ratings on Agreeableness (r=.29, 

p<.01). Self-ratings on Agreeableness by men positively 

correlated with ratings of their Extraversion provided by 

their women partners (r=.33, p<.01). Finally, female 

participants' ratings of their male partners on Neuroticism 

negatively correlated with male self-ratings on 

Conscientiousness (r=-.25, p<.05). 

NEO PI and LAS associations. Table 8, presented 

earlier (page 48), lists the correlations observed between 
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NEO PI self-ratings and LAS endorsement for men and for 

women. In male respondents, self-ratings on Neuroticism 

positively correlated with Mania (r=.31, p<.01), positively 

correlated with Ludus endorsement (r=.28, p<.05), and 

negatively correlated with Storge endorsement (r=-.25, 

p<.05). In women, self-ratings on Neuroticism correlated 

only with Mania (r=.37, p<.01). Men's self-ratings on 

Openness to Experience were associated with both Eros 

(r=.27, p<.05) and Mania (r=.26, p<.05). In female 

respondents, self-ratings on Openness to Experience 

correlated negatively with Pragma (r=-.22, p<.05). Males 

had a negative correlation between self-ratings on 

Conscientiousness and Mania endorsement (r=-.24, p<.05). 

Women's self-ratings on Conscientiousness positively 

correlated with Agape (r=.36, p<.05) and with Eros (r=.26, 

p<.05). Self-ratings on Agreeableness negatively correlated 

with Ludus endorsement (r=-.32, p<.01) and positively 

correlated with Storge endorsement (r=.28, p<.05) among male 

participants. Also, women's self-ratings on Agreeableness 

positively correlated with Eros (r=.27, p<.05) and with 

Agape (r=.24, p<.05) and negatively correlated with Ludus 

(r=-.30, p<.01) and with Pragma (r=-.23, p<.05). 

NEO PI partner-ratings also correlated with LAS 

endorsement. Table 17 displays these correlations. 

Partner-ratings on Extraversion positively correlated with 
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TABLE 17 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN LAS ENDORSEMENT 
AND PARTNER-RATINGS ON THE NEO PI 

LAS Scales 

Eros 

Ludus 

Storge 

Pragma 

Mania 

Agape 

PN 

-.09 
(.06) 

.19 
(.07) 

-.14 
(-.12) 

.08 
(-.17) 

.11 
(.11) 

-.09 
(-.06) 

NEO PI 

PE 

.11 
(.26)* 

-.21 
(.09) 

.17 
(-.02) 

.13 
(.11) 

-.05 
(.15) 

.24* 
(.07) 

Partner-

PO 

.02 
(.29)* 

-.15 
(-.12) 

.33** 
(.12) 

.05 
(-.21) 

-.19 
(.18) 

.21 
(.08) 

•Ratings 

PA 

.18 
(.09) 

-.01 
(-.33)** 

.40** 
(.11) 

.05 
(-.35)** 

-.05 
(-.10) 

.31** 
(.24)* 

PC 

.12 
(.38)** 

-.05 
(-.10) 

.06 
(.28)* 

.01 
(.23)* 

.07 
(.19) 

.23* 
(.27)* 

^Correlations for women listed above (men in 
parentheses). 

•Significant at p<.05. 
**Significant at p<.01. 

Key: 
PN = 
PE = 
PO = 

PA = 
PC = 

participant's rating of partner on Neuroticism. 
participant's rating of partner on Extraversion. 
participant's rating of partner on Openness to 
Experience. 
participant's rating of partner on Agreeableness 
participant's rating of partner on 
Conscientiousness. 
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Agape endorsement by women (r=.24, p<.05). Men's partner-

ratings on Extraversion positively correlated with Eros 

endorsement (r=.26, p<.05). Women also had a positive 

association between partner-ratings on Openness to 

Experience and Storge endorsement (r=.33, p<.01). 

Endorsement of Eros correlated with partner-ratings on 

Openness to Experience for male respondents (r=.29, p<.05). 

Partner ratings on Agreeableness positively correlated with 

Agape endorsement for both sexes (for men: r=.24, p<.05; for 

women: r=.31, p<.01). 

Additionally, partner-ratings on Agreeableness 

negatively correlated with Ludus (r=-.33, p<.01) and with 

Pragma (r=-.35, p<.01) for male respondents. Women 

participants demonstrated a positive correlation between 

Storge endorsement and partner-ratings on Agreeableness 

(r=.40, p<.01). Finally, partner-ratings on 

Conscientiousness were positively correlated with Agape for 

female respondents (r=.23, p<.05) and with Eros (r=.38, 

p<.01), Storge (r=.28, p<.05). Pragma (r=.23, p<.05), and 

Agape (r=.27, p<.05) for male respondents. 

LAS and RAS associations. Consistent with previous 

research (e.g., S. S. Hendrick et al., 1988), LAS 

endorsement was associated with relationship satisfaction. 

Table 9, presented earlier (page 50), provided correlations 

between relationship satisfaction measured on the RAS and 
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LAS love attitude endorsement. As expected, Eros 

endorsement positively correlated with relationship 

satisfaction for both men and women and for both themselves 

and their partners. Male endorsement of Ludus negatively 

correlated with male relationship satisfaction (r=-.51, 

p<.01) and female relationship satisfaction (r=-.28, p<.05) 

Endorsement of Ludus by female participants similarly 

negatively correlated with their own relationship 

satisfaction (r=-.31, p<.01) and with that of their male 

partners (r=-.29, p<.01). Endorsement of Storge also 

positively correlated with relationship satisfaction for 

both sexes and for both endorsers and their partners (with 

male respondents: r=.28, p<.05, for male relationship 

satisfaction, and r=.27, p<.05, for female relationship 

satisfaction; with female respondents: r=.33, p<.01, for 

their own relationship satisfaction, and r=.23, p<.05, for 

male relationship satisfaction). Endorsement of Mania by 

males positively correlated with their own relationship 

satisfaction (r=.26, p<.05), but not with that of their 

partners (r=.12). In women, endorsement of Mania did not 

significantly correlate with their own or their partner's 

relationship satisfaction and the trend led in the opposite 

direction from that observed for males (r=-.ll for female 

Mania endorsement with female relationship satisfaction, r= 

-.18 for female Mania endorsement with male relationship 
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satisfaction). Agape endorsement highly correlated with 

relationship satisfaction for both genders and in both 

respondents themselves and in their partners (in men: r=.60, 

p<.01, for their own relationship satisfaction, and r=.42, 

p<.01, for the relationship satisfaction of their partners; 

in women: r=.52, p<.01, for their own relationship 

satisfaction, and r=.33, p<.01, for the relationship 

satisfaction of their partners). 

An additional analysis explored how well relationship 

satisfaction could be predicted for men and for women based 

upon their love attitudes. For women, an equation using all 

six love attitudes provided highly significant prediction of 

relationship satisfaction (F=10.8, p<.0001), accounting for 

47% of the variance observed. Likewise, an equation using 

all six love attitudes endorsed by men to predict male 

relationship satisfaction proved highly significant (F=9.9, 

p<.0001) and accounted for 45% of the variance observed in 

their relationship satisfaction. 

NEO PI and RAS associations. Personality dimensions do 

not appear to have as strong an association with 

relationship satisfaction as do love attitudes. Tables 18 

and 19 provide the correlations observed between NEO PI 

ratings and RAS responses. 

Women's self-reported Agreeableness positively 

correlated with their relationship satisfaction (r=.27, 

p<.05). In male participants, self-report of Neuroticism 
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TABLE 18 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN NEO PI SELF-RATINGS 
AND RAS REPORTS 

NEO PI Scales 

Neuroticism 
women 

men 

Extraversion 
women 

men 

Relationship 

Women's 

-.11 
-.15 

-.04 
.10 

Openness to Experience 
women .12 

men .08 

Agreeableness 
women 

men 

Conscientiousness 
women 

men 

.27* 

.08 

.08 
-.01 

RAS 

Satisfaction 

Men's RAS 

.03 
-.23* 

-.16 
.00 

.11 

.05 

.17 

.03 

.08 

.14 

(RAS Report) 

Couple's RAS 

-.05 
-.22 

-.12 
.06 

.14 

.07 

.26* 

.07 

.09 

.07 

*Significant at p<.05. 

Note: Couple's RAS is the combination of the man's 
and the woman's RAS score for each couple. 
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TABLE 19 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN NEO PI PARTNER-RATINGS 
AND RAS REPORTS 

Relationship Satisfaction (RAS Report) 

NEO PI Scales Women's RAS Men's RAS Couple's RAS 

Neuroticism 
woman's rating of man -.15 
man's rating of woman .13 

Extraversion 
woman's rating of man .22 
man's rating of woman -.05 

Openness to Experience 
woman's rating of man .26* 
man's rating of woman .11 

Agreeableness 
woman's rating of man .29* 
man's rating of woman .22 

Conscientiousness 
woman's rating of man .24* 
man's rating of woman .01 

22* 
09 

11 
04 

08 
07 

06 
21 

10 
14 

21 
03 

07 
00 

20 
10 

21 
25* 

20 
09 

*Significant at p<.05. 

Note: Couple's RAS is the combination of the man's and 
the woman's RAS score for each couple. 
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negatively correlated with male relationship satisfaction 

(r=-.23, p<.05). 

As presented in Table 19, women participant's ratings 

of their partners on Agreeableness positively correlated 

with women's relationship satisfaction (r=.29, p<.05). 

Women also demonstrated higher relationship satisfaction 

when they rated their partners higher in Openness to 

Experience (r=.26, p<.05) and higher in Conscientiousness 

(r=.24, p<.05). Partner-ratings on Neuroticism by women 

negatively correlated with male relationship satisfaction 

(r=-.22, p<.05). Male partner-ratings on Agreeableness 

positively correlated with their partner's relationship 

satisfaction, but not significantly so (r=.22, p>.05). 

Similarly, female partner-ratings on Extraversion were not 

quite significantly correlated with their own relationship 

satisfaction (r=.22, p>.05). A rounding error accounts for 

the lack of significance of the last three reported 

correlations of .22. 

Two additional regression analyses for each gender 

examined how well participants' responses on the NEO PI 

could predict their own relationship satisfaction. Neither 

self-ratings nor partner-ratings by males significantly 

predicted their own relationship satisfaction. In women 

respondents, only partner-ratings significantly predicted 

their relationship satisfaction (F=3.2, p<.01), accounting 
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for 18% of the observed variance. As displayed in Table 19, 

women's ratings of their partners on Agreeableness, Openness 

to Experience, and Conscientiousness factored most heavily 

into this prediction. 

Gender comparisons. Male and female respondents had 

similar levels of relationship satisfaction (male average = 

4.08, female average = 4.24). Some differences emerged in 

the way men and women responded to other questionnaires. 

Men and women who participated in this study differed 

significantly in their endorsement of four of the love 

attitudes. Males endorsed Ludus more strongly than females 

(t=-3.29, p<.01), while female participants reported more of 

the attitudes of Pragma (t=2.13, p<.05), Storge (t=2.29, 

p<.05), and Mania (t=2.19, p<.05) than their male 

counterparts. Men and women did not significantly differ in 

their endorsement of the attitudes of Eros and Agape. 

S. S. Hendrick and Hendrick (1987) presented similar 

findings with regard to Ludus, Eros, and Agape; however, 

their study found no differences on Mania or on Pragma, and 

endorsement of Storge showed a trend in the opposite 

direction from that revealed in the current study. Table 20 

juxtaposes mean love attitudes of the Hendricks' 1987 

sample, the sample reported by the Hendricks in 1986, and 

the sample comprising the present study. The Hendricks' 

(1986, 1987) samples consisted of individuals, whereas the 

present study employed couples. Love attitude endorsement 
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TABLE 20 

COMPARISON OF AVERAGE LOVE ATTITUDES ACROSS SAMPLES 

Love Attitude 

Samples 

Hendrick's 
(1986) 

Men 
466^ 

3.7 

2.9 

3.4 

3.0 

2.9 

3.7 

Women 
341^ 

3.7 

2.4 

3.5 

3.2 

3.0 

3.6 

Hendrick's 
(1987) 

Men 
116^ 

3.7 

2.8 

3.7 

3.2 

3.3 

4.0 

Women 
102^ 

3.8 

2.4 

3.9 

3.2 

3.2 

3.8 

Present 
Study 

Men 
79^ 

4.00 

2.37 

3.36 

2.52 

3.00 

4.10 

Women 
79^ 

3.96 

2.00 

3.61 

2.80 

3.25 

4.15 

Eros 

Ludus 

Storge 

Pragma 

Mania 

Agape 

^Number of participants of this gender in this study 

NOTE: LAS scores from the Hendricks' studies were 
subtracted from six to generate the reported means. 
This was done to allow comparison with the present 
study. Higher means therefore denote greater 
endorsement of the particular attitude for all 
studies. 

71 



appears fairly comparable across studies. 

Differences emerged between men and women in their 

self-ratings on the NEO PI. Women rated themselves as 

significantly higher in Neuroticism than men rated 

themselves (t=4.04, p<.001). Female participants also rated 

themselves significantly higher in Agreeableness (t=2.68, 

p<.01), and in Openness to Experience (t=2.47, p<.05) than 

men rated themselves. 

Men and women differed significantly in their 

appraisals of each other as well. Men rated women as less 

Open to Experience than women rated themselves (t=3.91, 

p<.001) and men rated women as less Extraverted than women 

rated themselves (t=2.30, p<.05). Males rated themselves 

lower on Neuroticism than their female partners rated them 

(t=-3.03, p<.005). For additional correlations among NEO PI 

ratings, please see Appendix I. 

Tables 21 and 22 compare means and standard deviations 

on the NEO PI ratings from this study with the normative 

data collected by Costa and McCrae (1985) in their 

"Augmented Baltimore Longitudinal Study of Aging." As 

indicated in the tables, the sample used in the present 

study differed in endorsement from that of Costa and McCrae 

(1985). Costa and McCrae (1985) comment that the NEO PI was 

"developed and validated on a population of men and women 

covering the adult age range" (p. 37). They do not list 

average ages of their validation sample; however, they 
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TABLE 21 

COMPARISON OF AVERAGE NEO PI SELF-RATINGS ACROSS SAMPLES^ 

Samples 

Costa & McCrae (1985) 
Men Women 

(N=363) (N=269) 

Present Study 
Men Women 
(N=79) (N=79) 

Neuroticism 

Mean 
St.Dev. 

Extraversion 

74.2 
19.4 

82.5 
22.3 

89.3 
18.9 

102.2 
21.8 

Mean 
St.Dev. 

Openness to 
Experience 

Mean 
St.Dev. 

101.2 
18.1 

108.1 
16.7 

101.3 
15.9 

111.3 
17.9 

122.0 
15.8 

112.3 
16.3 

122.1 
17.6 

118.8 
17.8 

Vosta and McCrae (1985) note that full 18-item 
Agreeableness and Conscientiousness scales were not 
available for self-reports. 
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TABLE 22 

COMPARISON OF AVERAGE NEO PI PARTNER-RATINGS ACROSS SAMPLES^ 

Samples 

Costa & McCrae (1985) 
Men Women 

(N=148) (N=155) 

Neuroticism 

Mean 
St.Dev. 

Extraversion 

Mean 
St.Dev. 

78.5 
26.3 

103.4 
17.8 

67.9 
20.4 

101.6 
20.3 

Present 
Men 
(N=79) 

103.4 
21.9 

114.9 
20.3 

Studv 
Women 
(N=79) 

79. 
20. 

120, 
21. 

8 
1 

.2 

.2 

Openness to 
Experience 

Mean 
St.Dev. 

96.7 
18.3 

100.2 
19.6 

108.1 
15.7 

107.1 
19.3 

Agreeableness 

Mean 
St.Dev. 

(N=313) 

49.9 
9.1 

(N=430) 

48.3 
9.2 

43.9 
9.0 

44.0 
11.6 

Conscientiousness 

Mean 
St.Dev. 

52.5 
9.9 

53.2 
9.2 

45.5 
10.0 

44.3 
10.4 

^Costa and McCrae (1985) report sample sizes of 313 men 
and 430 women for validation data on the Agreeableness 
and Conscientiousness scales. 
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comment that Neuroticism, Extraversion, and Openness to 

Experience scores tend to be higher for younger respondents 

This may explain the relative elevations in the present 

study, since this sample of dating undergraduates would 

probably have a lower and more constricted age range than 

the sample reported by Costa and McCrae (1985). 
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

This study explored similarity of self- and partner-

schemata, on the dimensions of the five-factor model of 

personality, as a possible predictor of relationship 

satisfaction. Five-factor personality correlates of the LAS 

love attitudes were also explored. Additionally, the 

methodology allowed a replication of S. S. Hendrick, 

Hendrick, and Adler's (1988) findings concerning LAS love 

attitudes and relationship satisfaction. This chapter 

addresses the results of the analyses, post hoc 

correlations, and suggestions for further research. 

Similaritv and Relationship Satisfaction 

Similarity of self- and partner-representations in 

general, and on each of the dimensions of the NEO PI, did 

not provide significant prediction of relationship 

satisfaction as measured by the RAS. Several factors may 

have contributed to this lack of confirmation of the 

similarity hypotheses. 

First, the methodology employed in this study may have 

led to an unrepresentative sample. Since Introductory 

Psychology students had to bring in their romantic partners 

to take part in the study, only those with relationships 

strong enough for one partner to participate without 
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compensation—for the sole sake of the other—ended up in 

the sample. Relationship satisfaction ratings were high for 

the sample (sample average of 4.12 out of a maximum score 

of five); these ratings are close to a sample average of 

4.16 reported by S. S. Hendrick (1988) in her validation 

study of the RAS in which she selected participants based 

upon their admission of being "in love." In the present 

sample, only eight of 79 women participants described 

themselves as less than "moderately" in love; for men who 

participated, ten of 79 reported being less than 

"moderately" in love. Fifty-eight women and 68 men reported 

being "deeply" or "very deeply" in love. 

Sixteen of the couples consisted of two Introductory 

Psychology students; in these cases, both partners received 

credits. The average relationship satisfaction for the 

group of 16 couples was similar but a little lower than that 

of the group of 63 couples (means of 4.01 and 4.19, 

respectively) . The presence of compensation may have led 

some less satisfied partners to participate when both 

members were in Introductory Psychology. Also, according to 

Festinger's (1957) theory of cognitive dissonance, the lack 

of compensation for non-Introductory Psychology students may 

have led them to report higher satisfaction with their 

relationship than they might have had they received direct 

compensation (e.g., "I've gone to all the trouble and effort 

of doing this without compensation; therefore, I must be 
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satisfied with my relationship"). Thus, the methodology 

employed in this study may have selected-out less satisfied 

couples. 

Generally then, the participants were satisfied with 

their relationships. Is it possible they also were too 

similar on the dimensions of the NEO PI? In this case, lack 

of sufficient variance and range on both relationship 

satisfaction and similarity may have precluded statistically 

significant findings. Comparison of self-ratings between 

partners, however, reveals little similarity among self-

schemata. The participants did not have an extremely narrow 

range of variance on NEO PI similarity. Also, although 

relationship satisfaction scores were high, RAS scores had 

sufficient variance for love attitudes to differ in their 

predictive ability. As a result of this, insufficient 

variance cannot account for the inability of similarity to 

predict relationship satisfaction. 

The couples who participated in the current study 

appeared to have moderately deep relationships. Their 

relationships averaged from three months to a year in 

duration. The study found fair to moderate agreement 

between men and women on their ratings of themselves 

compared to their partners' ratings of them on the major 

dimensions of the NEO PI. Their relationships, then, must 

have developed to the point of discovering some 

dispositional characteristics about the other. Most of them 
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were probably in the stage of deepening their exploration of 

central schemata with each other. According to the 

theoretical basis of this study, high relationship 

satisfaction suggests that these couples must have 

discovered similarity on enough central constructs to 

continue deepening their relationships. 

Lack of confirmation of similarity as an influence on 

relationship satisfaction may derive from the nature of the 

five-factor model of personality. The dimensions of the 

five-factor model, while statistically apparent, may not be 

the most meaningful for social comparisons. The five-

factors may be too general to account for important 

similarity comparisons between members of a couple. Cattell 

(1965) made a similar point with regard to his 16 PF. 

Although secondary factors comparable to the five factors 

emerge through factor analysis of the 16 PF, he finds the 

sixteen primary factors the most useful. 

Shaver and Brennan (1992) compared attachment styles 

with the five factors of the NEO PI. Attachment styles 

proved more powerful in predicting romantic relationship 

outcomes than did NEO PI personality traits. The authors 

concluded that the personality traits of the five-factor 

model were not as specific as the attachment styles. The 

broader nature of the five factors may have limited their 

value as predictors of relationship variables. Similarly, 

love attitudes better predicted relationship satisfaction 
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than did either NEO Pi personality traits or similarity on 

the NEO PI personality traits in the current study. 

With regard to mental representations or schemata, 

central schemata are those constructs on which validation 

might most influence one's sense of well-being; these may be 

more specific or narrow than the five-factors. Important 

differences on the more specific schemata may get lost 

within the more general measures of the five-factor model. 

For instance, similarity might be important with regard to a 

script for appropriate behavior at a party; however, 

similarity on the gross measure of extraversion subsumes 

dissimilarity on that particular script. Two "extraverts" 

may score similarly on the NEO PI, yet their schemata for 

how to act at a party can widely diverge. The latter 

difference may influence relationship satisfaction more than 

does broad similarity on Extraversion. Should an individual 

have "behavior at a party" as a central script, then 

similarity with his or her partner on that particular 

behavior might be very important while similarity on general 

behavior toward others might not be so important. 

Byrne and colleagues (1967) noted that attraction is 

multidetermined. Likewise, relationship satisfaction must 

be influenced by a number of factors, one of which may be 

cognitive structural similarity. This association may be 

more evident in comparisons of narrow, more specific 
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schemata, than in comparisons along the broad dimensions of 

the five-factor model of personality. 

Another aspect of the method of schematic assessment 

employed in this study may have contributed to the 

insignificant findings. The important elements of self and 

partner schemata may substantially vary from person to 

person. Nomothetic measures like the NEO PI may overlook 

important idiosyncratic aspects of these mental 

representations. If each individual has unique elements of 

his or her self and partner schemata, on which similarity 

may be important, then free-generation of schemata would 

provide a more accurate means of access to these structures. 

For example, with free-generation of a partner schema, the 

participant would simply list all the attributes of one's 

partner that come to mind. Free-generation imposes no 

structure or constraint on the schema produced. Naturally, 

such a procedure accesses whatever attributes of the partner 

occur to the participant at the time of the study. 

Adjective checklists and personality measures, in constrast, 

cue participants to particular elements or dimensions. This 

cuing makes it difficult to tell whether a single schema or 

several have been assessed; also, the salience of items 

remains hidden. Of course, a methodology incorporating 

free-generation of schemata complicates scoring and 

precludes easy nomothetic comparisons. Nonetheless, further 

investigation of similarity of self and partner schemata as 
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predictors of relationship satisfaction may require such a 

methodology. 

Bruch and Skovholt (1985) employed both distressed and 

nondistressed married couples in their verification of the 

similarity hypothesis using Holland's (1966; 1979) 

personality types. Holland's personality types have some 

correlations with two of the five factors of the NEO PI 

(Costa, McCrae, & Holland, 1984). Unlike the present study, 

Bruch and Skovholt's (1985) methodology incorporated a 

dimension of compatibility within their similarity 

hypothesis. Compatibility entailed theoretical closeness of 

dimensions, with endorsement of the same dimension construed 

as the greatest similarity and compatibility. The authors 

organized types on a spatial model and measured similarity 

as distance, rather than actual concurrence of item 

endorsement. Bruch and Skovholt's (1985) study is 

instructive because their broadened approach to the 

measurement of similarity provided a more robust 

investigation that avoided the difficulties of using 

difference scores and hierarchical regression. 

Unfortunately, their use of a spatial approach makes it 

difficult to apply their findings to the results of the 

present study via Costa et al.'s (1984) correlations of 

Extraversion and Openness to Experience with certain Holland 

types. Interestingly, Hofstee, de Raad, and Goldberg (1992) 

have recently proposed an integration of the five-factor 
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model and the circumplex approaches to trait structure that 

may provide another spatial method of investigating 

personality and possibly personality similarity. 

Besides measurement concerns, further investigation of 

similarity and relationship satisfaction may require the 

inclusion of gender role considerations. Results of the 

present study suggest that gender may interact with 

similarity and relationship satisfaction. There was a trend 

toward complementarity on Neuroticism predicting male but 

not female relationship satisfaction. Also, there was a 

trend for women but not men in this study to report higher 

relationship satisfaction if they perceived similarity 

between themselves and their partners on Neuroticism. 

Having each participant generate schemata for an ideal self 

and ideal partner, or for the ideal member of his or her own 

sex and for the ideal member of the opposite sex, might 

enable analysis of gender-related differences. Bailey, 

Hendrick, and Hendrick (1987) commented on the 

multidimensional nature of gender roles. Broad concepts 

such as masculinity and femininity may not adequately 

address the complexity of gender roles and associated 

expectations. The use of ideal schemata provides an 

ideographic approach to measuring relationship expectations 

that may better address gender differences. 

Besides the inclusion of alternative or additional 

measures, genuinely random sampling might ensure that the 
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sample represents a broader range of satisfaction. This 

would probably require compensation for participation. 

Also, both members of the couple should receive reasonable 

compensation to counter the inflation of relationship 

satisfaction as a result of cognitive dissonance. The use 

of both distressed and nondistressed couples, as with Bruch 

and Skovholt (1985), offers an alternative to actual random 

sampling. 

Although the present study focused on the component of 

relationship quality called relationship happiness or 

relationship satisfaction (Johnson et al., 1986); similarity 

might exert more influence on the other component of 

relationship quality, that of distress. Construct 

invalidation, as theorized to result from schematic 

incongruity, may affect relationship distress more than 

relationship satisfaction. 

Finally, the methodology employed in this study 

consisted of having difference scores calculated by 

subtracting one rating from another and co-varying out the 

prediction provided by component scores. This conservative 

statistical approach helped to reduce the probability of a 

Type I error; however, it probably increased the likelihood 

of a Type II error. As suggested by Wylie (1974), having 

participants directly estimate their similarity along the 

dimensions of interest as an adjunct to the use of 

difference scores might enable a more powerful design, since 
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a direct test of prediction could be calculated without 

concern over covariates. 

Some NEO PI self- and partner-ratings did correlate 

with relationship satisfaction. As components of difference 

scores, these ratings entered into the regression equations 

before difference scores to control for their possible 

predictive influence. Neuroticism self-ratings by men were 

negatively associated with their own relationship 

satisfaction. Self-ratings of Agreeableness by women 

positively correlated with the women's relationship 

satisfaction. 

Kelly and Conley (1987) found Neuroticism negatively 

associated with relationship satisfaction for both men and 

women in their sample. In the present study, women's self-

ratings on Neuroticism did not significantly correlate with 

their relationship satisfaction, but the trend ran in the 

same direction (r=-.ll). Based upon the partner-ratings 

provided by women participants, women in this sample were 

happier in their relationships if they rated their partners 

higher on Openness to Experience, Agreeableness, and 

Conscientiousness. Men were unhappier if their partners 

rate them higher on Neuroticism. Couples were generally 

more satisfied if males rated their partners higher on 

Agreeableness. No other partner-ratings by men correlated 

with relationship satisfaction. 
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Complementarity and Relationship Satisfaction 

An interesting finding emerged concerning veridicality 

of Conscientiousness ratings and relationship satisfaction. 

Greater differences in how males perceived their partners 

and how their partners perceived themselves on the dimension 

of Conscientiousness predicted higher male relationship 

satisfaction. 

Once again, the nature of this as a sample of satisfied 

couples limits the generalizability of this finding. Also, 

the gender difference in this finding suggests an 

interaction between some variable(s) associated with gender 

and divergent perceptions of the woman's Conscientiousness 

as a predictor of relationship satisfaction. 

One possible account of this finding is that men may 

feel more secure in a relationship if they consider their 

partner to be Conscientious or dutiful. If this were the 

case, however, male partner-ratings on Conscientiousness 

would be expected to correlate with male relationship 

satisfaction. That correlation proved to be insignificant 

(r=.14, p>.05). Perhaps the trait of Conscientiousness was 

associated with the male's belief that his partner be more 

faithful and persevering in the relationship. The 

difference score may predict male relationship satisfaction 

because women who get high ratings of Conscientiousness from 

their male partners, may characteristically underrate 

themselves on this dimension out of a sense of humbleness or 
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out of a desire not to inflate their self-rating on this 

trait. Alternatively, a subgroup of men may idealize their 

partners with regard to Conscientiousness and therefore rate 

them at the scale ceiling. A less extreme self-rating on 

Conscientiousness by the women partners may generate the 

appearance of a complementarity effect when difference 

scores are calculated across the sample. 

LAS and Relationship Satisfaction 

This study corroborated S. S. Hendrick and colleagues' 

(1988) finding that the love attitude of Eros, measured on 

the LAS, predicts relationship satisfaction as measured on 

the RAS. Eros predicts both one's own and one's partner's 

relationship satisfaction. The current study found that 

Ludus also negatively predicts one's own and one's partner's 

relationship satisfaction. In the S. S. Hendrick et al. 

(1988) study, male Ludus endorsement did not significantly 

correlate with female relationship satisfaction—indeed, the 

trend was in the opposite direction in their study. As in 

the present study, S. S. Hendrick (1988) reported that Ludus 

endorsement negatively correlated with self-reported 

relationship satisfaction. 

Differences emerged between S. S. Hendrick et al. 

(1988) and the present study with regard to Agape. In the 

earlier study. Agape did not predict relationship 

satisfaction for men or women on either the Dyadic 
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Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976) or the Relationship 

Assessment Scale (S. S. Hendrick, 1988). Women's self-

ratings on Agape did correlate with their partner's 

relationship satisfaction, but to a lesser degree than did 

Eros endorsement. Most surprising in that study, male 

endorsement of Agape showed a nonsignificant negative 

correlation with partner's relationship satisfaction 

(r=-.13). In contrast, the present study found Agape 

endorsement to strongly predict relationship satisfaction 

for both sexes and for both endorsers and their partners. 

Agape actually correlated with relationship satisfaction 

more highly than did Eros in the present study. Levy and 

Davis (1988) similarly reported Agape as having the largest 

correlation with relationship satisfaction when compared to 

the other love attitudes. S. S. Hendrick (1988) reported 

Agape associated with self-ratings of relationship 

satisfaction but to a lesser extent than the present study. 

The higher correlations found in the present study were 

thought to possibly reflect the self-sacrifice, or cognitive 

dissonance, involved in the method used to recruit 

participants. Participants who were not Introductory 

Psychology students might have decided that since they 

participated without ostensibly getting anything for it, 

then they must be self-sacrificing individuals. In the 

Hendrick et al. (1988) study, participants not receiving 

Introductory Psychology credit received five dollars as 
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compensation. The cognitive dissonance factor, therefore, 

should not have affected the results of their study as much 

as the present study. If cognitive dissonance influenced 

Agape endorsement, then couples with two Introductory 

Psychology students should have reported less Agapic 

attitudes than couples having only one Introductory 

Psychology student. Comparison of Agape endorsement between 

the group of 16 couples with both members in Introductory 

Psychology and the group of couples with only one member in 

Introductory Psychology, however, revealed no discernable 

difference; both groups reported high average Agape 

endorsement (scores averaged above 4.0 out of five 

possible). 

Perhaps a better explanation of the divergence between 

S. S. Hendrick et al. (1988) and the current study lies in 

the small sample size employed in the former project. For 

instance, the former study reported a correlation of r=.27 

between male Agape endorsement and male relationship 

satisfaction; however, this correlation did not reach 

significance, possibly due to the study's sample size of 

only 31 couples. 

The current study found Storge endorsement 

significantly correlated with self and partner satisfaction 

for both sexes, although to a lesser degree than Agape, 

Eros, and Ludus. Storge did not significantly correlate 

with relationship satisfaction in the S. S. Hendrick et al. 

89 



(1988) study, the S. S. Hendrick (1988) study, or the Levy 

and Davis (1988) study. Once again, the selection process 

used with the current sample may have resulted in more 

companionate participants. Helping one's partner in a study 

is a friendly gesture. Storge endorsement was not as high 

as Agape endorsement for participants in the present study 

(averaging 3.4 out of a possible five). Storge endorsement 

was similar for the group of 16 couples with two 

Introductory Psychology students as compared to the 

remaining group of couples with only one member in 

Introductory Psychology. 

Finally, male endorsement of Mania correlated with male 

relationship satisfaction in the current study. S. S. 

Hendrick et al. (1988) found Mania endorsement negatively 

correlated with relationship satisfaction for women, but not 

for men. S. S. Hendrick (1988) also found no association 

between Mania endorsement and self-reports of relationship 

satisfaction. Levy and Davis (1988) similarly found no 

relationship between Mania endorsement and their measure of 

relationship satisfaction. 

Integrating the results of the current study with the 

three 1988 investigations, Eros remains a reliable predictor 

of relationship satisfaction, Ludus a moderate negative 

predictor of relationship satisfaction, and Agape generally 

predicts relationship satisfaction. The present study 

uniquely found associations between Storge endorsement and 
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relationship satisfaction, and between male endorsement of 

Mania and male relationship satisfaction, that may stem from 

the methodology used to recruit participants. 

Combining all the love attitudes together in a 

regression equation provided strong prediction of 

relationship satisfaction for this sample. Together, 

variation in the LAS love attitudes endorsed accounted for 

almost half the variance observed in relationship 

satisfaction. 

NEO PI and LAS Correlations 

Love attitudes predict relationship satisfaction and 

love attitudes have personality correlates, but until this 

study the LAS had not been examined for associations with 

the dimensions of the five-factor model of personality using 

the NEO PI. Woll (1989) reported that Ludus and 

Extraversion may be correlated. The present study did not 

confirm that finding. Results from this study found Ludus 

negatively associated with self-reported Agreeableness for 

both sexes. Ludus is a game-playing attitude that entails a 

certain amount of manipulation and deceit. It is not 

surprising that such an attitude would be negatively 

associated with a personality dimension that includes being 

"good natured," "selfless," "forgiving," "acquiescent," and 

"trusting." This facet of personality might be expected to 

have more in common with the love attitude of Agape, which 
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is what this study demonstrated. Self-ratings of 

Agreeableness correlated with endorsement of Agape for 

women, and a nonsignificant trend in that direction emerged 

for men. 

As anticipated. Mania correlated with self-ratings on 

Neuroticism for both sexes. The love attitude of Mania 

reflects an insecure, perhaps desperate approach to romantic 

love. An example item from the Mania scale is "If my 

partner and I break up, I would get so depressed that I 

would even think of suicide." The personality dimension of 

Neuroticism includes "insecure" as a correlated adjective, 

along with "worrying," "nervous," and "self-pitying." The 

adjectives associated with Neuroticism seem to fit naturally 

the type of person who might become suicidal over the 

dissolution of a relationship. This correlation makes 

sense. 

It was thought that the love attitude of Pragma and the 

personality dimension of Conscientiousness might correlate. 

The reasoning behind this hypothesis was that both Pragma 

and Conscientiousness seem to entail a certain degree of 

"doing what needs to be done." With Pragma, this includes 

deriving a formula for an acceptable relationship. By 

comparison, Conscientiousness entails responsibility and 

dutifulness. The failure to confirm this hypothesis may 

derive from a critical difference between Pragma and 

Conscientiousness. The former is, in a sense, self-serving; 
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whereas. Conscientiousness is other-serving. Focusing on 

the needs of others, as a conscientious person may, has more 

in common with Agape than with Pragma. 

Agape and self-ratings on Conscientiousness correlated 

for women, but not for men. Women may associate an Agapic 

love attitude with their duty in a relationship; therefore, 

the more dutiful a woman, the more highly she endorses 

Agape. Men may restrict conscientiousness primarily to 

occupational or work environments and less to their romantic 

relationship roles. Conscientiousness negatively correlated 

with the love attitude of Mania for men. Mania may entail 

an unmasculine dependence on one's partner that violates the 

traditional male role of strong, independent, and self-

sufficient. 

Mania endorsement correlated with self-ratings of 

Openness to Experience among male participants. This may 

reflect a general openness to new ways of thinking and 

experiencing among males who shed their traditional roles 

enough to admit feeling insecure, needy, or not in complete 

control in their relationships. Pragma negatively 

correlated with Openness to Experience and Agreeableness for 

women. Agreeableness entails a degree of acceptance of 

another without qualification, while Openness to Experience 

connotes a tendency to experiment. Both of these traits run 

counter to the rational, make no mistakes, orderly approach 

of the Pragma love attitude. It is interesting to observe 
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that Pragma did not negatively correlate with self-ratings 

of Openness to Experience and Agreeableness for men as well 

as for women. 

For men, Storge negatively correlated with self-reports 

on Neuroticism and positively correlated with self-reports 

on Agreeableness. Storge reflects a companionate, deep 

friendship approach to love. Men who take this friendly 

approach to love may cut their risks. Friends can remain 

close even when relationships fail. Such an attitude could 

therefore enable a man to feel more secure, less desperate, 

and less inclined to endorse elements of the trait of 

Neuroticism. Agreeableness includes elements like "good 

natured" and "trusting," adjectives one might use to 

describe a good friend. It is not surprising that the 

companionate attitude of Storge would correlate with this 

trait. Curiously, this correlation carried only for men, 

women's responses did not even reveal a trend in this 

direction (r=.01). 

Finally, Eros endorsement correlated with self-ratings 

of Agreeableness and Conscientiousness for women and with 

Openness to Experience for men. Passionate love entails a 

certain amount of risk. Women may construe their role in 

relationships as the passionate partner, thus an agreeable 

and conscientious woman may endorse Eros. Those males who 

experiment more, as reflected by an openness to experience, 

may be more inclined toward approaching love passionately. 

94 



Some interesting and unanticipated associations emerged 

between love attitudes and partner-ratings on the NEO PI. 

Partner-ratings on Agreeableness positively correlated with 

endorsement of Agape for both sexes. That is, individuals 

who more highly endorsed Agape tended to rate their partners 

higher on Agreeableness. Agape additionally correlated with 

partner-ratings on Conscientiousness for both men and women 

and with Extraversion for women. Agape connotes a self-

sacrificing attitude; therefore, individuals who endorse 

Agape may incline toward giving their partners "the benefit 

of the doubt" and rate them more highly on socially 

desirable traits like Agreeableness and Conscientiousness. 

Another possible explanation is that endorsers of Agape may 

select partners who they believe have Agreeable and 

Conscientious dispositions. Yet another interpretation is 

that individuals with agreeable partners more often feel 

altruistic. 

Male endorsement of Pragma negatively correlated with 

ratings of their partners on Agreeableness and positively 

correlated with ratings of their partners on 

Conscientiousness. Pragma is a rational approach to love. 

Endorsers of this attitude may be more willing to generally 

compromise as long as the major requirements in their 

formula for love are fulfilled. Thus, they may be willing 

to select and remain with partners they find less agreeable 

as long as the partner meets the major tenets of their 
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formula for partner selection. A pragmatic approach to love 

would be likely to include a requirement for sufficient 

honesty and dutifulness from one's partner and this might 

account for the correlation between endorsement of Pragma 

and partner-ratings on Conscientiousness. 

Once again, the gender differences are intriguing. 

Gender roles must play an influential part in the 

correlations that emerged in this study; further research in 

this area should include some measure of these roles or a 

way of measuring gender-related constructs such as role 

expectations or ideal selves and partners. 

Female endorsement of Storge positively correlated with 

partner-ratings on Openness to Experience and Agreeableness. 

Women who adopt a companionate attitude toward love may want 

someone with whom they can enjoy a wide range of activities. 

Such an individual would presumably fit the traits of Open 

to Experience and Agreeableness. Male endorsement of Storge 

correlated with partner-ratings on Conscientiousness. Men 

who approach love from a companionate perspective may 

appreciate a partner who will be faithful and dutiful. This 

fits well with the earlier suggestion that male endorsers of 

Storge may be avoiding risks. Selecting a dutiful partner 

would further add to security in the relationship. 

Ludus endorsement by men negatively correlated with 

partner-ratings on Agreeableness. This may reflect the 

likelihood that few women will agree to the gamesmanship 
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that goes with the Ludus playbook. Males who endorse Ludus 

might expect a woman high on Agreeableness to allow the man 

to be unfaithful in certain circumstances; women who do not 

"play the game" might be rated lower on Agreeableness. 

Eros endorsement by men positively correlated with 

partner-ratings on Extraversion, Openness to Experience, and 

Conscientiousness. For men, passionate love may entail the 

classical components of romanticism: excitement, adventure, 

and faithfulness. Ratings of partners on these traits may 

reflect their wish to view their partners along these lines. 

Because of the exploratory nature of this research, 

much of the discussion of associations between love 

attitudes and ratings on the NEO PI consists of common sense 

speculation. Existing research provides little help; with 

the exception of a few isolated studies, the association of 

love attitudes with self- and partner-perceptions remains 

relatively unexplored. It does appear clear that further 

work in this area will require consideration of gender 

differences, perhaps in the form of role expectations. 

Incorporation of ratings of ideal partners or ideal opposite 

gender roles into a similar study might provide a means by 

which to clarify some of the serendipitous associations that 

emerged in this work. 
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Summary 

This study provided no evidence that similarity on the 

traits of the five-factor model of personality might predict 

relationship satisfaction among dating couples. This 

probably reflects the broad nature of the five dimensions of 

this model of personality. More meaningful similarities and 

differences may be lost within the larger measures of the 

five-factors. This is consistent with previous research on 

similarity and attraction, where similarity on attitudes 

often predicts attraction but similarity on broader aspects 

of personality does not. 

Facet scores, and similarity on these subdimensions of 

the NEO PI five factors, were not examined in the present 

research due to inflated familywise error introduced by 

increasing the number of comparisons. An additional post 

hoc examination of these scores might identify trends 

associated with relationship satisfaction. In all 

likelihood however, further investigation of similarity and 

relationship satisfaction would most benefit from assessment 

of idiosyncratic schemata. That is, rather than using 

nomothetic measures such as the NEO PI or some other 

questionnaire, individuals might be asked to freely generate 

a self-schema and a partner-schema. These two schemata 

could then be compared for overlap as a measure of 

similarity. Likewise, raters could compare the overlap 

between schema generated by different individuals (the two 

98 



partners in a couple). Alternatively, a concept map of 

one's relationship might provide a qualitative method of 

exploring similarity as a predictor of relationship 

satisfaction. Whatever the method employed in further 

studies, due to the presence of notable gender differences, 

researchers should include ideal relationships, ideal selves 

and partners, or some other means of identifying role 

expectations. 

As in earlier studies, the present research 

demonstrated the close connection between love attitudes and 

relationship satisfaction. Variation in love attitudes 

accounted for nearly half the variation in relationship 

satisfaction for both men and women participants. Agape, 

Eros, and Ludus proved the strongest predictors. 

Love attitudes on the LAS correlated with five-factor 

personality dimensions of the NEO PI. Strongest among these 

associations were negative correlations between self-ratings 

on Agreeableness and endorsement of the love attitude of 

Ludus. Self-ratings of Neuroticism also correlated with 

endorsement of the love attitude of Mania. These findings 

carried for both men and women. Several additional 

correlations emerged that were gender specific. With regard 

to partner-ratings on the NEO PI, the only correlation found 

for both men and women was between endorsement of the love 

attitude of Agape and rating one's partner on Agreeableness. 
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For both men and women, love attitudes on the LAS 

proved substantially better predictors of relationship 

satisfaction than self-ratings of one's personality as 

measured on the NEO PI. From this finding, it appears that 

attitudes about love are more important in one's assessment 

of one's relationship than are general personality 

dispositions. 
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APPENDIX A 

EXTENDED LITERATURE REVIEW 
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This dissertation required integration of several 

distinct bodies of research. The following literature 

review summarizes relevant aspects of existing work on 

relationship satisfaction, mental representations, 

consistency theory, correlates of relationship satisfaction, 

personality, and love attitudes, along with a brief 

discussion of some methodological considerations. 

Relationship Satisfaction 

Relationship satisfaction refers to one's subjective 

level of contentment about a particular association with 

another person. Much of the research on relationship 

satisfaction has dealt with the marital relationship. 

Researchers consider marital satisfaction as one part of 

marital success or marital quality (Corrales, 1975; Glenn, 

1990) . This area has been the focus of scientific 

investigation for more than fifty years (e.g., Terman, 

1938) . 

In a review of the marital quality literature, Glenn 

(1990) laments both the size and the incongruity of the 

work. He notes that related efforts fall into one of 

several distinct bodies of research literature, with little 

apparent communication between them. Glenn further comments 

that conceptual confusion and disagreements over measurement 

continue to cloud research efforts in the area. Two schools 

of thought appear polarized on the issue of marital quality 

116 



(Glenn, 1990). One views marital quality from the 

perspective of how the particular individuals feel about 

their relationship; researchers who subscribe to this 

approach favor self-reports of marital satisfaction or 

happiness as an index of marital quality. The remaining 

school of thought concentrates on marital quality as a 

function of the relationship rather than as the sum of 

individual satisfaction; these investigators use scales that 

emphasize relational characteristics like communication and 

conflict rather than self-reports of marital happiness. The 

latter school often employs Spanier's Dyadic Adjustment 

Scale (DAS), since it is a multidimensional scale with a 

strong focus on relational characteristics (Spanier, 1976). 

Johnson, White, Edwards, and Booth (1986) provided a 

cogent argument against the use of measures like the Dyadic 

Adjustment Scale. According to these authors, subscale 

scores on marital happiness and marital discord do not 

always correlate, so the combination of these subscales 

within an instrument may lead to the loss of valuable 

information and the creation of false impressions concerning 

correlates of marital quality. Johnson et al. (1986) used a 

factor analytic method to identify two dimensions of marital 

quality from five components: (1) happiness + interaction, 

and (2) disagreements + problems + instability. From their 

efforts, marital happiness and marital distress emerge as 

two independent dimensions of marital quality. Johnson et 
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al. (1986) contend that instruments like the Dyadic 

Adjustment Scale combine factors across these dimensions, 

thus obfuscating any conclusions that might be drawn from 

associated research. Other researchers agree with Johnson 

et al.'s (1986) recommendation not to cross subscales, but 

for a different reason: they believe that marital happiness 

is an aspect of marital quality; therefore, other components 

(e.g., interaction, disagreements, problems, instability) 

may affect or be affected by marital happiness (Glenn, 

1990) . Thus, when one is unhappy with one's relationship, 

one may not have the energy for ready interaction with one's 

spouse; or, because of additional role demands (e.g., work), 

one may not have time for frequent interactions and this, in 

turn, may lead to reduced marital happiness. In either 

case, the two variables are confounded. This argument 

applies to the other factors identified by Johnson et al. 

(1986) as well. 

S. S. Hendrick (1988) developed a short scale for 

measuring relationship satisfaction that may be used with 

many different types of relationships. The Relationship 

Assessment Scale (RAS) contains seven items, five of which 

seem to emphasize the relationship happiness or satisfaction 

dimension identified by Johnson et al. (1986). The 

instrument correlates with Spanier's (1976) Dyadic 

Adjustment Scale total score (r=.80, p<.05) and with the DAS 

satisfaction subscale (r=.83, p<.05; S. S. Hendrick, 1988). 
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The RAS also predicts whether dating couples will remain 

together or break up (S. S. Hendrick, 1988). 

Davis and Oathout (1987) presented a model in which 

intervening behaviors account for the association of many 

dispositional measures with relationship satisfaction. The 

authors contend that dispositions lead to behaviors that in 

turn affect each partner's perception of the other and of 

the relationship. Their model specifically focuses on the 

dispositions thought to underlie "relational competence," 

defined as characteristics that "facilitate the acquisition, 

development, and maintenance of mutually satisfying 

relationships" (Hansson, Jones, & Carpenter, 1984; p. 273). 

"Empathic concern," "perspective taking," and "personal 

distress" lead to certain relationship behaviors that 

influence one's partner's perceptions and following this, 

one's partner's satisfaction. Empathic concern is the 

tendency to experience compassion and sympathy for others; 

perspective taking is the ability to see things as another 

sees them, and personal distress refers to feeling distress 

oneself when another is in distress. Davis and Oathout 

(1987) presented their model as unidirectional, but it is 

sensible to imagine that the partner's response to one's 

empathic behaviors would influence future empathic behavior 

—perhaps in a reciprocating fashion like that described by 

Cozby (1972) with regard to self-disclosure. The presence of 
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mediating variables, like those identified by Davis and 

Oathout, complicates research on relationship satisfaction. 

Furthermore, Hendrick, Hendrick, and Adler (1988) noted 

the interdependent nature of relationship satisfaction and 

correlated variables. That is, these variables influence 

each other in ways that make cause-and-effeet statements 

misleading. The authors commented on the complexity of 

close relationships research, in which process variables 

(such as love or commitment) and outcome variables (like 

relationship satisfaction) comprise a mutually influential 

feedback loop. For instance, higher levels of passionate 

love may lead to greater relationship satisfaction, but 

greater relationship satisfaction also may generate more 

passionate love. 

Although the complexity and interrelationship of 

variables limits conclusions drawn from research on 

relationship satisfaction, such research can still be 

useful. For example, clinical researchers interested in 

helping their clients achieve better relationships may 

appreciate Johnson et al.'s (1986) observation that marital 

happiness and interaction correlate. From a pragmatic 

standpoint, it may not matter so much that researchers 

cannot say with certainty that greater interaction leads to 

greater happiness or that greater happiness leads to more 

interaction. The simple knowledge that these two variables 

intertwine may lead clinicians to design novel interventions 
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to facilitate development of a more satisfying relationship 

(e.g., practice more interaction in the clinic, or use 

cognitive-behavioral restructuring or imagery techniques to 

alter perceptions of marital happiness in a positive 

direction). 

Research on relationship satisfaction has identified a 

number of correlated variables. Sternberg and Barnes (1985) 

demonstrated a connection between perceptions of one's 

partner and one's relationship satisfaction. Views of one's 

self and one's partner, or self and partner mental 

representations, have gained increasing attention within the 

field of romantic relationships (e.g., Fehr, 1991; Fehr & 

Broughton, 1991) . The next section of this literature 

review provides an overview of related work on mental 

representations. 

Mental Representations 

The connection between mental representations or person 

schemata and relationship satisfaction remains to oe 

thoroughly explored. Mental representations of oneself and 

others have drawn considerable attention within the field of 

personality research (see Pervin, 1990) . Aspects of 

personality and similarity along some dimensions of 

personality have been shown to influence relationship 

satisfaction (e.g., Bruch & Skovholt, 1985; Kelly & Conley, 

1987) ; however, mental representations have yet to be 
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explored in this fashion. Personality is discussed in more 

detail in the later section entitled "Personality." Mischel 

(1969, 1990) pointed out that most measures of personality 

assess an individual's beliefs about the dimensions of 

interest, rather than operative traits per se. People may 

have fairly stable, but complex behavioral tendencies; 

however, these operative traits remain outside the reach of 

most personality measures. Instead, traditional paper-and-

pencil personality measures assess beliefs, concepts, or 

schemata. 

Mental representations are a form of cognitive 

structure called a schema. Schemata have generated 

scholarly thought for over half a century. Janet (1906) 

observed that people developed unified systems of thoughts, 

experiences, and images. Thorough investigation and 

systematic research on schemata began with Piaget (1926) and 

Bartlett (1932). Piaget developed the idea of the schema in 

conjunction with his theory of childhood cognitive 

development. Later, Piaget and Inhelder (1969) 

differentiated the processes of assimilation and 

accommodation; the former refers to "the filtering or 

modification of input," whereas accommodation entails "the 

modification of internal schemes to fit reality" (pp. 5-6) . 

Piaget considered motivation as a balance between 

assimilatory and accommodative processes, with an overall 

goal of maintaining a consistent mental organization. 
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Bartlett (1932) considered the schema to be "an active 

organization of past reactions or of past experiences which 

must always be supposed to be operating in any well-adapted 

organic response" (p. 201). 

Schemata facilitate information processing (Fiske & 

Taylor, 1984). Greater experience with a set of stimuli 

leads to an enhanced or more refined schema associated with 

the stimuli and faster processing of schema-related 

material. Experiential refinement of a schema may consist 

of an elaborative process in which subschemata develop 

within the superordinate schema. Better developed schemata 

allow associated information to be processed with less drain 

on attentional resources or in a less-effortful manner 

(Klatzky, 1984). Using Piaget and Inhelder's (1969) terms, 

accommodation should require more attention and effortful 

processing than assimilation. One way a schema enables 

faster processing is through the provision of missing data. 

Errors of commission, or recalling stimuli that were not 

actually present, provide evidence of schematic processing. 

The existing schema fills-in an element that is typically 

present but that the environment did not actually provide on 

that occasion. Errors of omission, or failing to recall 

stimuli that were present, also occur with schematic 

processing, but the conditions leading to these errors are 

not as clear (e.g., there are instances when incongruous 
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information is better recalled than schema-consistent 

information). 

Specialized schemata exist with respect to familiar 

actions, locations, certain perspectives, other people, and 

oneself (Fiske and Taylor, 1984). Views one holds of 

oneself and other people are variously referred to as 

schemata, concepts, prototypes, mental models, or mental 

representations—with technical distinctions sometimes made 

between the terms. Some theorists (e.g., Horowitz, 1988) 

also consider the "objects" of psychodynamic theory as 

mental representations or schemata. 

A mental representation or schema of a person is a 

cognitive structure consisting of organized thoughts, ideas, 

and beliefs associated with that person. Attempts to 

measure this knowledge generally rely upon descriptions 

provided by participants. Such descriptions are subject to 

the usual self-report biases, like social desirability; 

however, these biases may themselves reflect an aspect of 

the operation of the schema of interest. 

Fiske and Taylor (1984) described schemata as 

consisting of organized knowledge about someone or something 

that includes both the attributes, and relationships among 

attributes. G. V. Nakamura (1991) contended that the 

difference between concepts and schemata may be more of 

degree than of kind, with a concept possibly being an early 

stage in the development of a schema. Horowitz (1988), on 
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the other hand, considered the self-concept to refer to 

one's conscious view of oneself, whereas the self-schema is 

"a view of the self whose conscious representation is not 

necessarily available but persists unconsciously to organize 

inner mental processes" (p. 29). in social psychological 

research, the distinction between concepts and schemata is 

not always clearly defined; authors sometimes use the terms 

interchangeably. Typically, research in this area focuses 

on cognition, although emotions are thought by some to be 

connected to these cognitive structures. 

Several different social schemata have been 

investigated, including person schemata, self schemata, and 

role schemata (Fiske & Taylor, 1984). These cognitive 

structures facilitate information processing of social 

stimuli. For instance, stereotypes are an example of role 

schemata (Fiske & Taylor, 1984). Stereotypes enable one to 

draw conclusions about another person rapidly and based upon 

very little available information, through the provision of 

often erroneous missing data. 

Person schemata refer to specific individuals in one's 

life. They are usually investigated by measuring 

personality traits or goals (Fiske & Taylor, 1984). An 

example of a person-schema is one's perceived-partner in a 

romantic relationship. Each member of a couple 

theoretically has a schema of her or his partner or a 

perceived-partner. This schema probably varies in its 
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elaborateness depending upon the couple's experience 

together; married people may have more detailed partner 

schemata than do dating couples. Contained within the 

schema will be an indefinite amount of information 

concerning the partner's behavior, attitudes, beliefs, and 

appearance. A person-schema of oneself is the self-schema. 

The idea of the self-concept has been around for some 

time (Spitzer, Stratton, Fitzgerald, & Mach, 1966; Wylie, 

1961); however, Markus (1977) took a novel approach to the 

study of self-schemata. Using an adjective checklist, she 

determined that individuals vary in the ways they view 

themselves. If an individual strongly endorses a particular 

trait, that person is called "schematic" with regard to that 

attribute; for traits neither strongly endorsed nor strongly 

denied, the person is called "aschematic" (Markus, 1977, p. 

76) . The configuration of a person's schematic traits 

reflects an aspect of that person's self-knowledge or mental 

representation of himself or herself. 

Social schemata are not entirely discrete entities; 

one's view of oneself influences how one views others 

(Allport, 1937; Festinger, 1954; Markus & Smith, 1981). 

Fong and Markus (1982) demonstrated that one's 

self-knowledge influences one's mental representation of 

another. Schematic individuals on the trait of 

introversion/extraversion were shown to construe others 

along that particular dimension more so than did people who 
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were aschematic on the trait of introversion/extraversion. 

Schematics in a domain consider that domain important and 

therefore become "experts" in related judgments (Fong & 

Markus, 1982) . This expertise may consist of more elaborate 

subschemata within the superordinate schema of introversion-

extraversion. Thus, experts can more readily process a 

range of behaviors as relevant to the schema of 

introversion-extraversion, while nonexperts might not 

consider the behaviors as material to a judgment of 

introversion-extraversion. Using one's self-schema in 

judgments of others should also theoretically lead to errors 

of commission in which an individual judges another person 

as having a particular trait or behavior because the judge 

herself has that trait or behavior. Such errors typify 

schematic processing and in terms of self- and other 

judgments, they are reminiscent of the mechanism of 

projection as employed in the psychoanalytic literature. 

Self and other schemata may also vary in their 

complexity. Development of a person schema may begin with a 

generalized stereotype that becomes more sophisticated and 

detailed following increasing experience with the person. 

This complexity may entail the development of subordinate 

schemata within the generalized superordinate or general 

schema. For instance, a stereotype of construction workers 

may include muscular strength and exclude ballet. In the 

case of Joe the construction worker, however, he does not 
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have bulging muscles and he enjoyed "Swan Lake." Also, he 

works as a foreman. Theoretically, Joe's partner must 

either ignore his variation from the stereotype or 

accommodate the stereotype to include a wider range of 

possibilities. In the former instance, she would continue 

to commit errors of commission, expecting him to single-

handedly lift heavy objects, and errors of omission, 

neglecting to consider that he might like to attend the 

ballet. If she processed the information that he is not 

exceptionally strong, he likes ballet, and he is a foreman, 

she might develop a subordinate schema for "foreman" within 

the superordinate schema of construction worker. Then, when 

a construction worker is a foreman, an associated subschema 

would be available with a position for appreciation of dance 

and the subschema may negate the necessary presence of 

extraordinary strength. Her person-schema for Joe will 

likewise be more complex following accommodation than the 

stereotype that provided the original template. 

Complexity of mental representations may therefore vary 

from person to person and from schema to schema. 

Individuals may differ in both number and complexity of 

their schemata. G. A. Kelly's (1955) Personal Construct 

Theory included the related idea of cognitive complexity. 

According to Kelly's theory, cognitive complexity entailed 

greater differentiation of information associated with the 

construct. This compares to greater sophistication and 
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subschematic refinement of a particular schema. Hall et 

al.'s (1991) finding that cognitive complexity increases 

with length of time in a relationship fits with this 

schematic translation. From a schematic perspective, 

greater experience in an area would enable finer 

differentiation of subschematic routines for information 

within that area. A greater number of available schemata or 

subschemata may correlate with a greater variety of self-

definitional or central self-schemata (e.g., various roles). 

A particular schema may also vary in centrality or 

importance from person to person. Central schemata may be 

more influential and more affectively valued, perhaps due to 

a self-definitional function. For example, a restaurant 

script would probably be more central to a head waiter than 

to a professor of psychology. Such a script might be 

associated with a self-definitional role in the former but 

not the latter case. Also, due to greater experience with 

restaurants, most head waiters would have more complex or 

more sophisticated restaurant scripts than would most 

professors of psychology. 

Using G. A. Kelly's (1955) person as scientist 

metaphor, each individual seeks to verify the accuracy of 

his or her schematic processing. When experience matches 

schematically derived expectations, the associated schema is 

validated. Experiential tests of central schemata should be 

more influential than tests of peripheral schemata. Because 
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of the possible importance of central schemata in self-

definition, invalidation of a central schema may lead to 

reduced self-confidence and self-esteem. 

Social schemata are usually assessed using adjective 

checklists, free generation of items, or specific measures 

of some dimension of personality (Fong & Markus, 1982; 

Gough, Fioravanti, & Lazzari, 1983; Gough, Lazzari, and 

Fioravanti, 1978; Markus, 1977). Wylie (1989) noted a 

number of different ways to measure self-concept, depending 

on the question of interest; however, she suggested 

selecting instruments with established psychometric validity 

and reliability when possible. In this way, nomothetic 

comparisons can be made in a more meaningful fashion. Free 

generation of a schema, while thought to more directly 

access the schema of interest, is problematic due to the 

difficulties involved in comparing idiosyncratic items. 

Using personality inventories to assess schemata may 

obscure the difference between personality and one's 

self-schema. As indicated previously, however, individuals 

have many self schemata or many aspects of their "self," any 

of which may be accessed on a particular occasion. A 

self-report on a personality measure can be considered as 

one's self-schema with regard to the dimensions addressed by 

that instrument. This self-report may also be thought of as 

the person's personality, as measured by that instrument. 

Indeed, Mischel's (1969, 1990) critique of the research on 
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personality continuity identified a central problem with 

most personality assessment: most personality instruments 

measure an individual's beliefs about the dimensions of 

interest, rather than operative traits per se. Belief 

systems about ourselves and others are exactly what social 

schema researchers want to measure. 

The congruence between one's self-schema and one's 

self-reported personality is especially evident with regard 

to face valid instruments like the 16 Personality Factor 

assessment (16PF; Cattell, 1965), and the NEO PI personality 

inventories. These instruments base conclusions upon what 

the individual has intended to reveal. On empirically 

derived assessments like the MMPI, where the meaning of 

items is not clear on the surface, it is more difficult to 

argue that one's personality report can be considered one's 

perception of oneself. 

Social schemata researchers have yet to use the NEO PI 

as a schema assessment device. It does, however, seem 

particularly suited to the task since it is derived from the 

terms people most use to describe themselves and others. 

Using the NEO PI, one would be able to score schemata 

generated by research participants on each trait scale and 

compare the scores nomothetically. This dissertation 

project used the NEO PI to measure the self and 

perceived-partner schemata of members of romantic couples. 
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Consistency Theories 

Similarity or consistency of mental representations of 

oneself and one's partner may affect relationship 

satisfaction. Byrne (1969) believed the human need for 

consistency makes similarity naturally affectively 

rewarding. Festinger (1957) also explored the importance of 

cognitive dissonance as an undesirable state of affairs. 

According to Festinger (1957), when one faces incongruous 

information, one feels a certain level of distress which is 

alleviated by altering some of the information to favor a 

consistent interpretation. Heider (1958) proposed that 

people have a need for consistency that underlies the 

association between similarity and attraction, as well as 

that observed between complementarity and attraction in some 

cases; according to Heider, complementarity includes a 

common purpose, which maintains the consistency. 

G. A. Kelly's (1955) view of the person as scientist 

also implies that consistency will be rewarding. Scientists 

generate hypotheses, then test them against the world. A 

sense of satisfaction follows a successful experiment. In 

the same way, satisfaction follows discovery that one's view 

or construct of the world matches stimuli provided by the 

environment. Stimuli provided by the environment are 

consistent with expected stimuli. Validation of one's 

construct of the world rewards the person-scientist. 
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Generalizing from consistency theories, similarity may 

satisfy a need for consistency and satisfaction of this need 

may be reflected in attractiveness appraisals, relationship 

satisfaction, and other measures of perceived well-being. 

The tendency toward congruence, consistency, and 

balance should apply to schematic processing. Perceiving 

schema-consistent information from another person may 

confirm or validate that schema. When such validation 

concerns a central or important schema, the reward of 

confirmation may be greater or more pervasive than with 

peripheral schemata. With schematic similarity, one can 

easily assimilate the information provided by the other into 

an already existing schema; when inconsistent information is 

encountered, the schema must either ignore the material or 

accommodate to allow processing of the information (Piaget & 

Inhelder, 1969). 

Accommodation may be less satisfying than assimilation 

because it to some degree invalidates the associated 

construct or view of the world. Accommodation requires more 

mental effort than assimilation and the process of 

accommodation may cast a pall of general doubt over the 

validity of other constructs or schemata—especially those 

most closely associated with the accommodating schema, and 

may consequently reduce one's overall sense of self-

confidence and self-esteem. In contrast, assimilation might 

validate and enrich an existing schema—enrichment being the 
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development or elaboration of specific subschemata for 

application to particular variations of schema-congruent 

stimuli. Therefore, schematic similarity—or perceived 

schematic similarity—should be a satisfying state of 

affairs, while schematic dissimilarity should not be so. 

Greater cognitive complexity on central schemata may 

inoculate individuals against strong effects generated by 

inconsistency. A person with more complex subschemata 

within a domain will be able to assimilate a wider variety 

of stimuli than a person with less complex subschemata 

within that domain. Also, on central or self-definitional 

schemata, greater complexity may denote a broader self-

schema, such that self-definition is spread across many 

subschemata (for instance, across several roles, like 

husband, construction worker, patron of the arts). For 

persons with a narrower self-schema (e.g., subschema 

restricted to a single role, like construction worker) or 

low cognitive complexity on the self-schema, it may be more 

threatening to face incongruent information. 

Validation of some elements of a schema may lead an 

individual to assume that other aspects of a schema concur. 

For instance, a dating couple may agree that there is a God 

and both are Protestants. Initial discovery of these 

similarities may lead each member of the couple to assume 

that other schematic elements (e.g., points of religious 

doctrine or practice) also agree. As with schematic 
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operation in general, errors of commission provide missing 

elements of the schema. When later, deeper, exploration 

invalidates these assumptions, the couple faces 

dissimilarity. If the dissimilar schemata involve central 

constructs, the difference may threaten the relationship. 

Borrowing from Festinger's (1957) theory of cognitive 

dissonance, each member of the couple faces one of three 

resolutions of the dissonance: (1) accommodation of his or 

her central schema—possibly with an associated lowering of 

self-esteem, (2) devaluation of his or her partner to push 

their dissimilarity out of centrality, or (3) denial of the 

difference. In either of the first two instances, and 

possibly the third, relationship satisfaction might suffer. 

With time in a relationship, partners learn which 

schemata are shared and to what degree. They may then 

limit the deepening of their relationship to 

noncontroversial belief systems. Dissimilar central 

schemata would probably not lose their centrality, but the 

couple might learn not to discuss them in depth. More 

cognitively complex individuals might have more subschemata 

available for discourse, therefore enabling easier deepening 

of the relationship. 

The following discussion of correlates of relationship 

satisfaction attempts to understand findings within the 

framework of consistency theories and schematic processing. 
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This theoretical approach will be applied to both individual 

dispositions and characteristics of the couple. 

Correlates of Relationship Satisfaction 

Both characteristics of individuals as well as aspects 

of the couple correlate with marital or relationship 

satisfaction. Individual characteristics include self-

disclosure (Franzoi, Davis, & Young, 1985; S. S. Hendrick, 

1981; Levinger & Senn, 1967; Komarovsky, 1962), self-esteem 

(e.g., S. S. Hendrick, 1981), self-confidence (Terman, 

1938), locus of control (Sabatelli, 1986), facets of empathy 

(Davis & Oathout, 1987; Franzoi et al., 1985), neuroticism 

(Kelly & Conley, 1987; Terman, 1938), love attitudes (S. S. 

Hendrick et al., 1988), and perceptions of one's partner 

(Terman, 1938; Davis & Oathout, 1987; Sternberg & Barnes, 

1985). Aspects of the couple include attitude similarity 

(Bowen & Orthner, 1983; S. S. Hendrick, 1981), having one's 

spouse as a confidante (Lee, 1988), personality similarity 

(Corsini, 1956; Bruch & Skovholt, 1985), need 

complementarity (Winch, 1958; Winch, Ktsanes, & Ktsanes, 

1954; Winch & Spanier, 1974), and compatibility (Vinacke et 

al., 1988; Levinger & Rands, 1985). 

This discussion of relationship satisfaction 

conveniently separates dispositions of the individual from 

characteristics of couples. This division stems from 

multivariate research methodologies used to study these 
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variables. Correlations between individual characteristics 

and relationship satisfaction are construed as evidence of 

individual predispositions toward happiness in a 

relationship. Likewise, correlations between couple 

characteristics and relationship satisfaction often suggest 

an interactional contribution. These two cannot be assumed 

to be genuinely independent; however, individual 

characteristics influence patterns of relationships and 

vice-versa. The association between self-confidence and an 

interactional factor such as attitude similarity provides an 

example. Similar attitudes validate related constructs 

about the world, thereby leading to higher self-confidence. 

On the other hand, higher self-confidence provides an 

individual with greater persuasiveness, possibly leading her 

or his partner into attitude alignment. 

Also, some variables do not clearly fall into a single 

category of individual dispositions or characteristics of 

the couple. For example, similarity necessarily entails an 

aspect of the couple; however, perceptions of similarity 

vary in accuracy. An individual may believe he or she is 

more similar to his or her partner than he or she is in 

reality. This perception of similarity, which must be 

considered an individual disposition even though it is to 

some degree based on the couple's interaction, may influence 

the person's relationship satisfaction more strongly than 

actual similarity. 
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Individual characteristics. A number of researchers 

report an association between increased self-disclosure and 

greater relationship satisfaction (e.g., Franzoi, Davis, & 

Young, 1985; Hendrick, 1981). 

Franzoi and colleagues (1985) offer several 

explanations for their finding: (1) self-disclosure may 

lead to better communication and thereby better 

understanding between partners, (2) it may indicate trust, 

(3) it may enable each partner to clarify his or her needs 

or desires for him- or herself, (4) self-disclosure may lead 

to social validation and thereby influence happiness, or 

(5) disclosure may be itself rewarding, perhaps as a means 

of expression. 

S. S. Hendrick (1981) interpreted her results in light 

of Cozby's (1972) exchange theory and Altman and Taylor's 

(1973) social penetration theory. According to Cozby 

(1972) , self-disclosure initially leads to reciprocal self-

disclosure by the confidante. This pattern proceeds 

rewardingly to a certain point, but thereafter increasing 

intimacy becomes too costly and threatening for 

reciprocation from the other. From the perspective of 

Altman and Taylor (1973), early relationships are 

characterized by superficial self-disclosure on many topics; 

however, over time in the relationship, partners stop 

talking about as many topics, but disclose to a greater 

degree on the topics they select to discuss. In a manner of 
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speaking, it would seem that they have found their "common 

ground" or an area in which consistency needs are assured. 

Franzoi et al.'s (1985) suggestion that self-disclosure 

leads to social validation which then influences 

relationship satisfaction fits well with consistency theory. 

Social validation denotes a state of consistency between 

expectations and social feedback. If consistency is a 

desired state of affairs, as suggested by Byrne (1969), 

Festinger (1957), and others, then individuals should prefer 

relationships that provide social validation or consistency. 

Mutual validation of shared constructs may provide a 

pleasing confirmation of individual beliefs for both members 

of the couple. In the case of differences, individuals in a 

satisfactory romantic dyad may have an overt or covert 

agreement to validate the uncontested personal constructs of 

the other and avoid discussing divergent constructs. Altman 

and Taylor's (1973) observation that breadth of disclosure 

gives way to depth of disclosure with time in a relationship 

may reflect the narrowing of topics for self-disclosure from 

the entire range of personal constructs of each individual 

to those on which the partners have mutual guarantees of 

construct validation. Unsatisfactory relationships may be 

those in which one or both members of a couple regularly 

contest one or more important construct held by the other. 

If a contested construct is central to the belief system of 

both partners, then the subject may be the source of 
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repeated conflict or it may become taboo for further self-

disclosure and discussion within the relationship. 

For example, Ortega, Whitt, and William (1988) found 

that religious heterogamy between Catholics who married 

Protestants had no significant relationship to marital 

happiness; however, religious heterogamy between couples 

from mixed Protestant denominations correlated with reduced 

marital happiness. When a Catholic and a Protestant court, 

differences in religious traditions may be obvious and 

therefore discussed early, at the time when breadth of self-

disclosure is greatest. Those who then go on to marry may 

develop an understanding that they will "agree to disagree" 

on religious beliefs. In these cases, the subject of 

religion becomes removed from further self-disclosure, since 

partners will not be able to provide each other with 

construct validation. If this agreement cannot be made, and 

religious beliefs are a central construct, the couple may 

dissolve prior to marriage. Among Protestants however, 

initial self-disclosure may lead partners to think they 

share many possibly important religious convictions. After 

they marry and as self-disclosure deepens on the topic of 

religion, differences may emerge. If each partner's 

religious beliefs are a central or core construct, they may 

become frustrated by the lack of mutual validation on this 

important issue. Repeated disagreement or invalidation on 
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the construct may be frustrating and thereby associated with 

reduced relationship satisfaction. 

Terman's (1938) observation that higher self-confidence 

is associated with greater marital satisfaction for both 

wives and husbands may be understood within the same 

framework. Construct validation may be satisfying and this 

validation may lead to greater self-confidence. That is, 

validation of one's perceptions by one's partner may lead 

one to become more confident. When one's spouse does not 

provide that validation, one may be less confident. 

Therefore, in addition to being associated with higher 

marital satisfaction, marriages characterized by construct-

validating self-disclosure may also generate more self-

confidence among the partners. 

The relationship between marital satisfaction and self-

esteem (e.g., S. S. Hendrick, 1981) may be considered along 

the same lines as that regarding marital satisfaction and 

self-confidence. Greater self-confidence due to regular 

construct validation may lead one to regard oneself as more 

valuable, thus generating greater self-esteem. 

Empathy is another disposition shown to correlate with 

relationship satisfaction. As described by Davis and 

Oathout (1987), empathy leads to behaviors that influence 

one's partner's perceptions and thereby the partner's 

relationship satisfaction. Empathy may be related to 

construct validation, although the construct of empathy is 
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broader; construct validation remains within a more 

cognitive sphere. Davis and Oathout (1987) distinguish 

three facets of empathy (empathic concern, perspective 

taking, and personal distress). Construct validation would 

be most associated with perspective taking. According to 

Davis and Oathout (1987), empathic concern has a stronger 

impact on relationship satisfaction earlier in the 

relationship (less than 12 months together), whereas 

perspective taking becomes most important later in a 

relationship (over 12 months together). These results are 

based on a cross-sectional methodology, rather than a 

longitudinal approach, so differences between the short-

relationship group and the long-relationship group must be 

interpreted cautiously. In the long-term group, the other 

two components of empathy—empathic concern and personal 

distress—continued to exhibit effects on relationship 

satisfaction, but not to the same degree as perspective 

taking. Perspective-taking may require similarity of 

personal constructs. Individuals who cannot construe the 

world similarly may have trouble adopting, and thereby 

validating to some degree, the perspective or construct of 

the other. In initial relationships, where breadth rather 

than depth of self-disclosure is more the case, empathic 

concern which is more emotional and less dependent on 

cognitive understanding—better predicts relationship 

satisfaction. In longer relationships, when depth of 
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self-disclosure on important constructs has become most 

important, the cognitive ability to understand the other's 

important constructs becomes more predictive of relationship 

satisfaction. 

Perhaps the antithesis of empathy, neuroticism has been 

associated with reduced relationship satisfaction for both 

men and women (Kelly & Conley, 1987; Terman, 1938). 

Neurotics tend to have high self-focused attention which may 

interfere with their ability or willingness to validate the 

important constructs of their partners. Neuroticism may 

affect relationship satisfaction via the intervening 

variables of self-disclosure and construct validation. High 

self-focused attention may leave the neurotic with reduced 

attentional resources to devote to his or her partner (some 

theorists believe humans have a limit to their attentional 

capacity, e.g., Klatzky, 1984). Thus, the neurotic's 

partner may be less satisfied with the relationship due to 

the neurotic's failure to validate important constructs of 

the partner. The neurotic, in turn, will have less 

attention available to solicit and perceive validation of 

his or her own important constructs from his or her partner 

and this might conceivably lead to reduced relationship 

satisfaction for the neurotic as well. Over time, and with 

the stable absence of validation of each partner's important 

constructs, self-confidence and self-esteem might also 

degrade. The individual disposition of neuroticism, then, 
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may influence relationship satisfaction by virtue of its 

effect on the mediating variable of construct validation. 

Of course, a neurotic disposition may naturally be 

associated with pervasive unhappiness in all spheres of the 

neurotic's life, including relationship satisfaction; 

therefore, the possible intervening variable of construct 

validation might be most evident in reports of lower 

relationship satisfaction by the neurotic's partner. 

Locus of control is another disposition shown to relate 

to relationship satisfaction. Sabatelli (1986) found that 

wives reported significantly more complaints if their 

husbands showed evidence of external over internal locus of 

control. The author found no optimal combination between 

husbands and wives on locus of control with respect to 

marital quality. Internal locus of control may allow one a 

certain degree of imperviousness to construct invalidation. 

External locus of control, on the other hand, may carry with 

it a need for ostensible signs of construct validation. 

Thus, husbands who demonstrate an external locus of control 

may demand more validation from their spouses. 

Love attitudes, too, have been shown to correlate with 

relationship satisfaction (Contreras, Hendrick, & Hendrick, 

1991; S. S. Hendrick, Hendrick, & Adler, 1988; Levy & Davis, 

1988) . The love attitudes of C. Hendrick and Hendrick 

(1986) are discussed in more detail in the later section 

entitled "Love Attitudes." Endorsement of the love attitude 
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of Eros positively correlates with relationship 

satisfaction, while endorsement of the love attitude of 

Ludus negatively correlates with relationship satisfaction 

for both women and men (S. S. Hendrick et al., 1988; Levy & 

Davis, 1988). A later study found Eros to be a strong 

predictor of relationship satisfaction for both men and 

women across two ethnic groups (Contreras et al., 1991). In 

S. S. Hendrick et al.'s (1988) study. Mania was also 

negatively correlated with relationship satisfaction for 

women. The relationship between love attitudes and 

relationship satisfaction does not readily lend itself to an 

interpretation based upon consistency theory and schematic 

processing. 

Hall et al. (1991) examined relationship satisfaction 

and the love attitudes of the LAS (Hendrick & Hendrick, 

1986) with respect to G. A. Kelly's (1955) Personal 

Construct Theory. The authors found that male endorsement 

of Eros, Storge, and Agape was positively correlated with 

"actualization" or the tendency to construe one's actual and 

ideal relationships as similar. Also, male endorsers of 

Eros were less likely to experience "perceptual shift" (the 

tendency to construe one's partner differently depending on 

how well the relationship is going), whereas those males who 

endorsed Mania were more likely to experience this 

alteration of partner perception. Men who endorsed Eros, 

Mania, and Agape tended to be more "cognitively complex"— 
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this term refers to the interrelationship of constructs 

within a system, greater complexity is thought to entail 

more independence among constructs. Cognitive complexity 

was also found to positively correlate with relationship 

satisfaction for males. For women in the Hall et al. (1991) 

study, women's endorsement of Agape was negatively 

correlated with perceptual shift. Also, for women, greater 

relationship satisfaction correlated with less perceptual 

shift and greater actualization. Endorsement of Storge 

positively correlated with cognitive complexity for women, 

and women's endorsement of Pragma was associated with more 

actualization. As was the case with men, women who had been 

in love longer and were more deeply in love were more 

actualized and less likely to shift perception of their 

partners. 

Sternberg and Barnes (1985) also investigated love 

attitudes and relationship satisfaction; however, they used 

Rubin's (1970, 1973) Love Scale to measure three components 

of love: affillative and dependent need, predisposition to 

help, and exclusiveness and absorption. Participants in 

their study completed Rubin's Scale four times: first for 

how each felt toward his or her partner, second for how each 

believed her or his partner felt toward her or him, third 

for how each would wish to feel toward an ideal partner, and 

fourth for how each would imagine an ideal partner would 

feel toward her or him. Participants in the study also 
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completed a measure of relationship satisfaction. Sternberg 

and Barnes (1985) found that feelings toward one's partner 

are more predictive of relationship satisfaction than are 

feelings concerning an ideal partner. They also 

demonstrated that perceived rather than actual differences 

between members feelings better predict relationship 

satisfaction. Additionally, the authors noted that from the 

eight inventories provided by each couple, there were five 

inventory comparisons that were predictive of relationship 

satisfaction. Sternberg and Barnes (1985) interpreted their 

results in terms of Thibaut and Kelley's (1959) theory of 

"comparison levels." According to that theory, relationship 

happiness depends on the degree to which one's current 

relationship falls above or below an idealized, comparative 

relationship. 

Couple characteristics. As mentioned earlier, 

characteristics of the couple are difficult to extricate 

from individual dispositions. For the purposes of this 

discussion, however, characteristics of the couple will 

refer to variables that reflect measurement of both members 

of a couple. 

S. S. Hendrick (1981) found both actual and perceived 

attitude similarity to be related to marital satisfaction. 

Actual attitude similarity proved to be a strong predictor 

of marital satisfaction. In her study, attitudes were 

assessed using 45 items from Byrne's (1971) Survey of 
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Attitudes. S. S. Hendrick (1981) offered the possibility 

that attitude similarity may be associated with marital 

satisfaction by virtue of the well-established connection 

between similarity and attraction, with attraction construed 

as an important component of marital satisfaction. 

Attraction generally refers to "attitudinal positivity" 

(Huston & Levinger, 1978). Huston and Levinger (1978) 

consider attraction to be the first of three important 

elements comprising close relationships, the second two are 

"behavioral involvement," and "joint belongingness." Since 

attraction serves as a major component of close 

relationships, it follows that attraction may influence 

relationship satisfaction. As S. S. Hendrick (1981) 

hypothesized, the association between similarity and 

attraction may mediate the correlation between attitude 

similarity and relationship satisfaction. 

Research demonstrates a connection between similarity 

and attraction. Byrne, Clore, and Worchel (1966) found that 

similar economic background may factor into attraction. 

Similarity in self-esteem may also be associated with 

attraction (C. Hendrick & Page, 1970). Lewak, Wakefield, 

and Briggs (1985) reported an association between IQ 

similarity and attraction. A number of researchers have 

investigated how personality similarity relates to 

attraction (e.g., Byrne, Griffitt, & Stefaniak, 1967; 

Henderson & Furnham, 1982; C. Hendrick & Brown, 1971; M. 
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Nakamura, 1984; Neimeyer & Mitchell, 1988; Wright, 1968). 

Byrne and colleagues (1971) provided evidence that the 

connection between attitude similarity and attraction exists 

across several cultures. 

Conclusions about the association between similarity 

and attraction must be stated tentatively. Since the 1950s, 

much research has been done into the correlates of 

attraction. Byrne and Nelson (1965) presented a simple 

model whereby attraction equated to the proportion of 

positive reinforcements thought to accompany perceptions of 

similarity. In 1967, Byrne et al. demonstrated their 

hypothesized linear relationship between similarity and 

attraction with respect to repression-sensitization. C. 

Hendrick and Brown (1971), however, created a scenario 

wherein dissimilarity on introversion-extraversion led to 

attraction. For instance, when the target person was 

construed within a party setting, introverts preferred 

dissimilar extroverts over similar introverts. It appears 

that both introverts and extraverts prefer extraverts at 

parties. Although their finding revealed the similarity-

attraction relationship to be less than perfectly linear, 

Hendrick and Brown (1971) interpreted their finding as 

supportive of Byrne's (1969) contention that rewards mediate 

the effects of similarity—they further concluded that 

similarity itself was not inherently attractive. 
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stalling (1970) also concluded that similarity did not 

itself generate attraction, rather "evaluative meaning" 

mediated between similarity and attraction. Taylor and 

Mettee (1971) provided additional evidence that similarity 

in some situations does not generate attraction. Ajzen 

(1974) further contended that similarity tends to be 

associated with attraction due to the mediating effects of 

the affective value attached to relevant information; 

similarity, per se, has little influence on attraction. 

Kaplan and Anderson (1973) contrast an information 

integration theory to the reinforcement theory of Byrne. In 

their conceptualization, stimuli such as trait adjectives 

provide information that is then used in making an 

evaluative judgment. Kaplan and Anderson's (1973) model 

appears to be more generally applicable than is the 

reinforcement approach. The information integration model 

claims that "interpersonal attraction is governed by the 

meaning of the stimuli" (Kaplan and Anderson, 1973, p.303). 

In Kaplan and Anderson's model, weight and value parameters 

are included for each stimuli. The authors contend that 

this inclusion enables the information integration model to 

better account for observations concerning redundancy of 

stimuli and inconsistency of stimuli. Kaplan and Anderson 

(1973) and Fishbein and Azjen (1975) explain the association 

of similarity and attraction as something of an artifact: 

we tend to positively value aspects of ourselves, so when we 
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encounter those attributes in another person, we value them 

in that context as well. 

Byrne et al. (197 3) responded to Kaplan and Anderson's 

(197 3) critique and comparison of the reinforcement model 

with the information integration model by suggesting that 

both information and reinforcement may be involved in 

attraction. Steele and McGlynn (1979) provided evidence 

suggesting that similarity has direct effects on attraction, 

that is, similarity influences attraction with affective 

value controlled. Using a clever experimental design 

wherein the experimenter controlled the feedback provided to 

each participant on that person's own personality, as well 

as the constructed personality of a hypothetical stimulus 

person, Steele and McGlynn demonstrated that similarity can 

have direct effects on attraction. Steele and McGlynn 

(1979) found Jboth affective valance and similarity 

associated with attraction. 

The research paradigms generally used to study 

similarity and attraction have involved a hypothetical 

person. The nature of the relationship may clarify the 

connection between similarity and attraction. Kerckhoff and 

Davis (1962) hypothesized that mate selection proceeds along 

the following sequence: (1) initiation of dating based on 

similar socioeconomic variables, (2) deepening of 

relationship if there is consensus on values, and 

(3) marriage depending on complementary need fulfillment. 
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Murstein (1971) presented a similar model wherein attraction 

involves a filtering process beginning with establishing 

similarity of social characteristics plus consensually 

defined attractiveness, proceeding to testing whether 

similar values are shared, and ending in investigating role 

compatibility and ideal-actual partner similarity. 

Several researchers have considered how the "depth" of 

a relationship figures into the factors associated with 

attraction (Altman & Taylor, 1973; Levinger & Snoek, 1972; 

Neimeyer & Mitchell, 1988). Relationships vary with regard 

to the degree of involvement the partners have with one 

another. Most of the hypothetical stimulus persons used in 

the work on similarity and attraction comprise "shallow" 

relationships. Addressing a stranger on the street 

exemplifies a relationship with little depth; relationships 

like marriage are the deepest. Henderson and Furnham (1982) 

and Neimeyer and Mitchell (1988) have shown that as a 

relationship deepens, personality and cognitive structural 

similarity become more important predictors of attraction; 

whereas attitude, need, social skill, and belief similarity 

better predict initial attraction. 

Neimeyer and Mitchell's (1988) results make sense in 

light of the social penetration theory of Altman and Taylor 

(1973). If people disclose more widely about themselves, 

but do not disclose in as much depth early in a 

relationship, more superficially apparent similarities 

152 



(e.g., attitude, need, social skill, belief) should have the 

greatest salience and thereby most influence attraction. 

"Deeper" information, like personality traits or person-

schematic similarity, would not be available for social 

comparison until later in the relationship. As two people 

deepen their relationship, reciprocal self-disclosure 

continues. When disclosure by one person on a particular 

construct encounters a lack of reciprocity, the individual 

may abandon that schema for further exploration (Cozby, 

1972) . If the construct proved central to one or the other 

person, however, the individual might not easily accept the 

conflicting perspective of the other person. Assuming 

sufficient similarity with regard to other central 

constructs, the two might continue to deepen their 

relationship in other areas; otherwise, the relationship 

might stop at that particular depth. The more contrasting 

constructs encountered, the fewer areas will be available 

for the two individuals to validate one another. 

G. A. Kelly's (1955) cognitive complexity suggests that 

individuals will differ in terms of the number and 

sophistication of particular schemata. Greater cognitive 

complexity connotes more and better differentiated 

constructs (or subschemata) within a domain; therefore, 

higher cognitive complexity may entail a greater repertoire 

of schemata to use in exploring the possibility of deepening 

the relationship. This might explain the association of 
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cognitive complexity with higher relationship satisfaction 

(Neimeyer, 1984; Hall et al., 1991). A greater number and 

diversity of central constructs allows more opportunity for 

discovering rewarding similarity with another person. 

Having a construct on which self-disclosure can 

continue to deepen may factor into relationship 

satisfaction. G. R. Lee (1988) demonstrated that having 

one's spouse as a confidante was associated with 

relationship satisfaction for older couples. Thus, even 

after many years in a relationship, partners need to 

continue self-disclosure on important constructs. The 

opportunity to do so influences one's satisfaction with the 

relationship. It is possible to employ the depth of 

relationship construct, combined with the idea that 

validation of central constructs is important in intimate 

relations, to understand G. R. Lee's (1988) results. 

Related to G. R. Lee's (1988) finding is the 

observation of a curvilinear relationship between marital 

satisfaction and length of marriage. A popular explanation 

of the observation that the earlier and later years of 

marriage are the happiest is that "role strain" leads to 

reduced satisfaction during the working and child-rearing 

years (Burr, 1973; Rollins & Cannon, 1974). "Role strain" 

is considered to be the additional stress caused by having 

extra-marital roles and related responsibilities. Most of 

the data on the curvilinear relationship came from a period 
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of more distinct cultural roles for men and women (i.e., 

1974 and before). At that time, "role strain" entailed the 

rise into centrality or salience of constructs associated 

with gender-related roles. The wife, for instance, received 

little validation from her husband on constructs associated 

with her mother role. Her self-disclosure could not be 

reciprocated from a husband who had little experience with 

child-rearing responsibilities. Any related constructs he 

might have had with regard to parenting probably would not 

have been similar to his wife's, therefore reciprocity of 

self-disclosure on the construct of mothering might not 

continue and neither partner would receive construct 

validation on that schema. In the same way, the husband's 

role in the workplace might have been difficult to share 

with a wife who was not employed outside the home. In the 

earliest stages of the marriage, prior to having children, 

roles like mother or breadwinner would not have had the same 

prominence. As the roles developed, however, they brought 

the role-related constructs into greater centrality; 

thereafter, absence of similarity between husband and wife 

on these constructs may have led to reduced validation, and 

thereby to lower relationship satisfaction. After 

retirement and after the children left home, those roles 

lost their centrality and the couple had more time to 

explore other constructs on which to deepen their self-

disclosure. People may naturally seek out common ground or 
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shared constructs, but when demands outside the dyad 

maintain the centrality of dissimilar constructs, 

individuals within the dyad may be faced with limited 

options: the displeasure of dissonance within the 

relationship—and lower relationship satisfaction, or 

dissolution of the dyad in favor of the likelihood of 

greater construct validation through some other 

relationship. 

Another factor to consider in the curvilinear 

relationship is that early in the marriage, relationship 

satisfaction is higher, but so are rates of separation and 

divorce (e.g., Corrales, 1975). Preston, Peltz, Mudd, and 

Froscher (1952) noted that spouses tended to rate themselves 

and their spouses similarly and there was greater perceived 

similarity among engaged couples than among married couples. 

Thus, the breadth of self-disclosure early in the 

relationship may disguise critical dissimilarities with 

regard to central constructs and couples therefore report 

higher satisfaction. When the important dissimilarities 

emerge through deepening discourse on central constructs, 

however, perceptions of reduced construct validation may 

lower self-esteem and overall satisfaction with the 

relationship, possibly leading some couples to break their 

marriage contract. The rise in satisfaction later in 

marriage may be associated with a number of factors 

including the development of new, shared central constructs 
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by members of a couple (e.g., taking up new hobbies like 

gardening together) and/or the attrition of couples who have 

critically divergent central constructs. 

Ample evidence supports the presence of similarity on a 

number of sociocultural variables among couples (e.g.. Winch 

& Spanier, 1974); however, this homogamy has not been shown 

to reliably predict relationship satisfaction (Glenn, 1990). 

Winch (1958) summarizes the results of a number of studies 

demonstrating husband-wife similarity on age, race, 

religion, ethnic identification, socioeconomic status, 

education, and prior marital status. 

In addition to homogamy on sociocultural variables, 

studies have found similarity among partners on intelligence 

(e.g., Richardson, 1939; Schooley, 1936), various values 

(Schooley, 1936), memory (e.g., Schooley, 1936), neuroticism 

among married couples (e.g., Willoughby, 1936; Schooley, 

1936) and among engaged couples (Burgess and Wallin, 1944) . 

Corsini (1956) suggested that marital happiness depends not 

on "who marries," but on "who marries whom" (p. 240). Lewak 

et al. (1985) found similarity on intelligence, but it was 

not related to marital satisfaction. E. L. Kelly (1955) 

reported that congruence between the same traits in two 

spouses tended to be maintained over 2 0 years. 

A couple of early studies found that similarity of 

interests distinguished happily married couples from 

unhappily married couples (Kirkpatrick, 1937; Terman & 
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Buttenwieser, 1935). Corsini (1956) used a Q-sort of 50 

adjectives to investigate personality similarity, concluding 

that "a measure of similarity of personality adds 

considerably to the post-diction of marital happiness" 

(p.242) . 

In an early review of the research literature on 

similarity, Richardson (1939) recommended cautious 

interpretation of findings due to the difficulty inherent in 

controlling many related variables in the studies. E. L. 

Kelly (1941) found that happier spouses tended to rate their 

partners more desirably overall and higher than they rated 

themselves. E. L. Kelly also found a .82 correlation 

between spouses on ratings of their marital happiness. In 

that study, results were based upon ratings of self and 

partner on 36 "personality traits," but only one in seven 

mailed questionnaire packages were returned. The obvious 

methodological limitations of Kelly's study highlight the 

difficulties associated with investigating relationship 

satisfaction (Brim & Wood, 1956). In all likelihood, the 

couples most likely to volunteer to participate in such a 

project are those who are the happiest. 

More recently, Bruch and Skovholt (1985) reported that 

congruence on Holland's (1966) personality typology 

predicted marital satisfaction. Holland (1966; 1979) 

identified six types of personality called realistic, 

investigative, artistic, social, enterprising, and 
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conventional. These types are arranged on a hexagon based 

on psychological similarities and differences. According to 

Bruch and Skovholt (1985), closeness on the Holland hexagon 

predicted the marital satisfaction of a couple. The 

researchers established this finding using both distressed 

and nondistressed couples. 

Vinacke et al. (1988) compared Myers-Briggs Type 

Indicator scores (Myers, 1962) across members of intimate 

couples. Relationships included young married, older 

married, opposite-sex friends, same-sex female friends, and 

same-sex male friends. Investigators found strong 

similarity in all types of pairs. Vinacke and colleagues 

(1988) concluded that similarity is a "major determinant in 

the initial attraction phase of a relationship, but 

compatibility appears to be especially significant in later 

phases" (p. 73) . They consider "compatibility" to be more 

general than similarity per se, and more like a congruence 

of purpose, which may entail exact similarity in some cases 

and complementarity in other cases (e.g., complementarity 

role expectations may entail a congruence of purpose). The 

authors additionally found similarity to be more important 

for women than for men; indeed, they discovered that in 

their sample, if a man was married he tended to view his 

relationship favorably, regardless. 

Preston et al. (1952) identified another important 

factor in investigations of marital satisfaction, that of 
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accuracy of perception. They found a tendency for self and 

spouse ratings to correlate more highly than did the self-

ratings of each partner; self-ratings between husbands and 

wives revealed "negligible correlation" (Preston et al., 

1952, p. 336). Also, although this tendency was present 

among all couples, happily married individuals exhibited 

significantly higher correlations of self- and partner-

ratings than did unhappily married partners. Therefore, 

happily married individuals see their partners as similar to 

themselves, whereas unhappily married individuals see their 

partners as dissimilar. The authors went on to conclude 

that satisfaction with one's marriage may be associated with 

unrealistic appraisals of one's partner to better fit with 

one's self-appraisal. This would be consistent with 

schematic processing of another based upon one's self-

schema. Unknown aspects of one's partner may be construed 

as missing values in one's partner-schema; these missing 

values may be especially apparent with constructs that are 

avoided or not explored to great depth. Low self-disclosure 

by partners on these constructs would leave each partner 

operating with a more general or stereotypic schemata in the 

areas. Reduced specificity of subschemata would lead to 

more errors of commission. In the absence of information to 

the contrary, one may replace missing elements with items 

from one's own self-schema (Fong & Markus, 1982; Markus & 

Smith, 1981). Filling in unknown attributes of one's spouse 
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with what one believes about oneself would inflate 

correlations between self-ratings and ratings of one's 

partner. 

Complementarity may be a form of similarity wherein 

agreed-upon role specialization leads to partners assuming 

responsibility for fulfilling complementarity functions. 

This would fall within the concept of "compatibility," as 

employed by Vinacke et al. (1988). Winch defined 

personality as "the organization of needs and traits" (Winch 

& Spanier, 1974, p.406). He investigated need 

complementarity with regard to mate selection and concluded 

that people select mates who can fulfill their important 

needs. He considered this tendency most pronounced along 

the dimensions of nurturance-receptivity and dominance-

submissiveness. Winch identified four possible types of 

complementary marriages (Winch & Spanier, 1974, p.401): 

(1) "Ibsenian," where the husband is dominant and nurturant, 

the wife submissive and receptive; (2) "Thurberian," where 

the wife is dominant and receptive, while the husband is 

submissive and nurturant; (3) "Master—Servant Girl," where 

the husband is dominant and receptive, while the wife is 

submissive and nurturant; and (4) "Mother—Son," where the 

wife is dominant and nurturant, while the husband is 

submissive and receptive. Additionally, Winch considered 

the possibility of a third dimension of "achievement-

vicar iousness, " but he failed to find strong support for it 
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(Winch & Spanier, 1974, p.401). As long as each partner has 

similar constructs concerning his or her own and the other's 

role responsibilities, then the two agree on who is in 

charge of managing what need. Relationship satisfaction may 

accompany reciprocal validation of these role constructs by 

each partner. In line with this, Corrales (1975) discovered 

that equalitarianism in authority did not predict the 

highest levels of marital satisfaction, instead both men and 

women were happiest in marriages where the husband was 

dominant in authority. 

Personality 

Researchers are not always clear about what they mean 

by personality. Measures as diverse as intelligence 

(Bonney, 1946), values (Schellenberg, 1957), personal 

constructs (Duck & Spencer, 1972), religious beliefs 

(Kandel, 1978), self-disclosure (Baron & Byrne, 1981), 

person perceptions (Preston et al., 1952), and temperament 

(Hoffman & Maier, 1966) have been interpreted as personality 

variables. As outlined by Millon (1981), three schools of 

thought dominate current personality research: 

(1) personologists, who contend that stable traits account 

for regularities observed in behavior, (2) situationists, 

who argue that behavior changes in accordance with 

environmental demands, and (3) interactionists, who say 

behavior is influenced by both stable traits and situational 
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variables. Middleton and colleagues offer a new 

perspective, suggesting that individuals may have operative 

personality traits, but current psychometric measures and 

traditional statistical analyses obfuscate the complexity of 

these dispositions (Middleton & DiBello, 1990; Middleton, 

Fireman, & DiBello, 1992). 

The five-factor model of personality has lately 

received renewed attention in the personality literature 

(John, 1990; McCrae & Costa, 1987). The model dates back at 

least thirty years and reflects factor analyses of Allport 

and Odbert's (1936) original collection of person-

descriptive adjectives (John, 1990). This model comes from 

the "lexical approach" to research on personality dimensions 

(John, 1990, p. 67). This method takes all the natural 

language terms commonly used to describe a person, then uses 

factor analytic methods to investigate associations among 

the terms. Researchers using this strategy to investigate 

personality traits have reached a fair consensus that the 

five factors sufficiently describe the major dimensions of 

human personality (John, 1990; Norman, 1963; Norman & 

Goldberg, 1966; Tupes & Christal, 1961). 

Some or all of the five factors are thought to be 

identifiable in most current personality instruments, such 

as the 16PF and Eysenck's questionnaire (John, 1990). There 

is also evidence that the five dimensions are found in other 

cultures as well (Angleitner, Ostendorf, & John, 1990; 
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Brokken, 1978; cited in John, 1990). The factors sometimes 

vary in ascribed titles, however. Norman (1963) called them 

Surgency, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Emotional 

Stability, and Culture. McCrae and Costa (1985) used the 

terms Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, 

Neuroticism, and Openness to Experience. 

McCrae and Costa (1987) identified the five factors in 

peer-ratings as well as self-ratings. Extraversion refers 

to one's tendency to seek out or socially engage other 

people. Adjectives associated with this trait include 

sociable, fun loving, affectionate, friendly, talkative, and 

spontaneous (McCrae & Costa, 1987). Agreeableness may be 

thought of as a tendency to act in the interest of another 

person. For instance, adjectives correlating highly with 

Agreeableness include: good natured, soft hearted, 

sympathetic, selfless, forgiving, acquiescent, and trusting 

(McCrae & Costa, 1987). Conscientiousness addresses goal-

directedness and responsibility. Conscientious, careful, 

reliable, hardworking, well-organized, punctual, and 

persevering correlated highly with the trait of 

Conscientiousness (McCrae & Costa, 1987). The factor of 

Neuroticism reflects a tendency toward psychological 

distress. Highly correlated adjectives include worrying, 

nervous, high-strung, insecure, self-pitying, and self-

conscious (McCrae & Costa, 1987). Openness to Experience 

may be thought of as receptivity to new ways of thinking or 
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experiencing. McCrae (1987) found divergent thinking and 

creativity associated with Openness to Experience. 

Adjectives typical of this factor are: original, 

imaginative, creative, daring, and broad interests (McCrae & 

Costa, 1987). 

McCrae and Costa (1987; Costa & McCrae, 1985) developed 

and validated an instrument for assessing personality based 

on the five-factor model. The NEO PI (Costa & McCrae, 1985) 

is a 181-item personality assessment designed to measure 

scores on five orthogonal dimensions of personality. The 

five dimensions are: Neuroticism, Extraversion or Surgency, 

Openness to Experience, Conscientiousness, and 

Agreeableness. The NEO PI (Costa & McCrae, 1985; McCrae & 

Costa, 1987) has been shown to have fair to good 

psychometric properties, with internal consistencies ranging 

from .56 to .84, and test-retest reliabilities as high as 

.93. The authors demonstrated moderate correlations between 

peer- and self-reports—the highest being .74 between wives' 

ratings of their husbands and husbands' ratings of 

themselves on Extraversion. The instrument comes in self-

and peer-rating forms. 

McCrae and Costa (1985) found the Eysenck Personality 

Questionnaire (EPQ) factor of Neuroticism to correlate .84 

with the NEO PI factor of Neuroticism. The EPQ factor of 

extraversion correlated .76 with the NEO PI factor of 

extraversion. They also found that the Guilford-Zimmerman 
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Temperament Survey factor of Thoughtfulness correlated .39 

with the NEO PI factor of Openness to Experience. 

From the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) scale, 

Costa and McCrae (1989) demonstrated high correlations 

between the MBTI Introversion factor and the NEO PI factor 

of Extraversion and between the MBTI Intuition factor and 

the NEO PI factor of Openness to Experience. They also 

found moderate correlations between the MBTI factor of 

Feeling and the NEO PI factor of Agreeableness and between 

the MBTI factor of Perception and the NEO PI factor of 

Conscientiousness. 

Costa, McCrae, and Holland (1984) reported 

correlations between Holland's (1966) vocational typology 

and the factors of Extraversion and Openness to Experience. 

The authors only assessed three of the five factors 

(Neuroticism, Extraversion, and Openness to Experience) in 

this study. Investigative and artistic interests, as 

measured by the Self-Directed Search (SDS), correlated with 

Openness to Experience (correlations ranged from r=.49, 

p<.05). Extraversion correlated with the SDS scales of 

Social and Enterprising (Social: r=.50, p<.001; 

Enterprising: r=.65, p<.001). 

Love Attitudes 

S. S. Hendrick and Hendrick (1992) provided a thorough 

description of their expanding body of research on love 
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attitudes. Their work draws upon the seminal contribution 

of J. A. Lee (1973), who identified a limited number of 

styles or approaches people seem to take toward love. Using 

a card sort methodology, J. A. Lee (1973) identified three 

primary types of love (eros, ludus and storge) and three 

compound types of love (mania, pragma, and agape). At the 

time, the types were described as "ideals" that no 

individual would perfectly fit; today, they might be 

referred to as "prototypes" or categories with indefinite 

boundaries (Rosch, 1978). C. Hendrick and Hendrick (1986) 

conceptualized all six types of love as attitudes. 

C. Hendrick and Hendrick (1986) describe the love 

attitudes measured by the LAS as follows. Eros endorsers 

generally have "strong physical preferences," "early 

attraction," "intensity of emotion," "strong commitment to 

the lover," and highly valued love (p. 400). Ludus 

endorsers view love as an "interaction game" to be played 

with various partners; there is a "manipulative quality" to 

the love relationship (p. 400). Depth of feeling is not 

great and deception is acceptable to some degree. Storge 

entails an "inclination to merge love and friendship" (p. 

400) . Storge endorsement corresponds to a less heated, 

possibly more dependable, sound, broad-based love. Pragma 

may be thought of as "love planning" (p. 400). Pragmatic 

love is rational, thoughtful, and goal-oriented. Mania 

contains elements suggestive of "uncertainty of self and of 
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the lover" (p. 401). Agape reflects an altruistic, 

"nondemanding" attitude toward love (p. 401) . 

Thus, Eros is typically associated with passionate, 

intense love; Ludus is a game-playing, less committed 

attitude; Storge, may be a more companionate attitude; 

Pragma reflects a practical approach to love; Mania seems to 

be a desperate, insecure attitude; and Agape may be thought 

of as a self-sacrificing attitude. 

C. Hendrick, Hendrick, Foote, and Slapion-Foote (1984) 

revised a scale developed by Lasswell and Lasswell (1976; 

Hatkoff & Lasswell, 1979) to measure the love attitudes. 

Later revisions (C. Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986; C. Hendrick & 

Hendrick, 1990) led to a psychometrically sound instrument 

called the Love Attitudes Scale (LAS). According to S. S. 

Hendrick and Hendrick (1992), the six love attitudes are 

psychometrically independent but have theoretical 

associations. Although some researchers refer to and use 

lovestyles as categories, the Hendricks find it more useful 

to construe them as continuously varying dimensions. Their 

book. Romantic Love (1992), provides detailed descriptions 

of the love attitudes and how the attitudes relate to other 

constructs within the close relationships literature. 

The 42-item LAS consists of six subscales (seven items 

each) that assess participants' attitudes toward love. The 

subscales are: Eros, Ludus, Storge, Pragma, Mania, and 

Agape. Research has demonstrated modest correlations among 
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the subscales, indicating that they may be considered 

independent, with test-retest reliabilities for the 

subscales ranging from .70 to .82 (C. Hendrick & Hendrick, 

1986). Alpha coefficients for the subscales range from a 

low of .62 for Storge to .84 for Agape (C. Hendrick & 

Hendrick, 1986). This project used the most current, 

relationship specific, version of the scale (C. Hendrick & 

Hendrick, 1990). Alpha coefficients for the LAS subscales 

calculated using the 158 participants in this study were: 

.69 for Eros, .75 for Ludus, .74 for Storge, .82 for Pragma, 

.74 for Mania, and .82 for Agape. 

Love attitudes have been associated with personality 

variables (e.g.. Hall et al., 1991). In particular, higher 

self-esteem was associated with greater endorsement of the 

love attitude of Eros and lesser endorsement of the love 

attitude of Mania (C. Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986); although 

S. S. Hendrick and Hendrick (1987) did not corroborate the 

association between decreased self-esteem and Mania 

endorsement for women participants. In the latter study, 

self-esteem positively correlated with Ludus, Pragma, and 

Eros endorsement and negatively correlated with Mania 

endorsement for men in the sample. 

In the same study, people who more highly endorsed 

Eros, Agape, and to a lesser degree. Mania, reported more 

self-disclosure to their lovers, whereas people higher on 

Ludus reported less self-disclosure (S. S. Hendrick & 
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Hendrick, 1987). S. S. Hendrick and Hendrick (1987) also 

compared LAS love attitudes to scores on the Sensation 

Seeking Scale (Zuckerman, Kolin, Price, and Zoob, 1964). 

Ludus correlated with disinhibition, susceptibility to 

boredom, and overall sensation-seeking. Agape endorsement 

negatively correlated with susceptibility to boredom. For 

men, susceptibility to boredom also negatively correlated 

with Mania. 

Woll (1989) presented evidence that people who endorse 

Ludus may be more extraverted than those who do not endorse 

Ludus. Hall et al. (1991) examined LAS love attitudes with 

respect to the Repertory Grid Test, an instrument designed 

to examine the structure and content of personal construct 

systems (G. A. Kelly, 1955). Male endorsement of Eros, 

Storge, and Agape correlated with "actualization"; also, 

males who endorsed Eros, Mania, and Agape were more 

cognitively complex, whereas people who reported Ludic 

attitudes were less cognitively complex (Hall et al., 1991). 

On the Repertory Grid Test of personality, "actualization" 

refers to actual-ideal similarity with regard to a life 

aspect, while "cognitive complexity" may be associated with 

more detailed and distinctive cognitive structures (Hall et 

al., 1991). S. S. Hendrick et al. (1988) found high partner 

similarity in endorsement of Eros, Storge, Mania, and Agape. 

Love attitudes and personality are related. Although 

some aspects of personality have been associated with love 
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attitudes, prior to this dissertation, the dimensions of the 

five-factor personality theory had not been investigated 

with regard to the love attitudes of the LAS. 

Methodological Considerations 

This dissertation explored similarity of mental 

representations of oneself and one's partner on the 

dimensions of the NEO PI as a predictor of relationship 

satisfaction. The methodology of this investigation 

required the use of difference scores. This section 

outlines the methodology and associated concerns. 

Hierarchical multiple regression analyses enabled a 

test of the prediction of relationship satisfaction using 

schematic difference scores. Relationship satisfaction 

measures were scored by gender and for each couple as a unit 

(relationship satisfaction for the couple was the average 

relationship satisfaction of the members of the couple). 

All hypotheses were analyzed for women and for men 

separately; also, hypotheses HI and H3 were additionally 

analyzed with respect to the couple as a unit. Simple 

correlational analyses provided tests of hypotheses five 

through ten. 

Some debate surrounds the use of difference scores such 

as the ones in this study. Cronbach and Furby (1970) and 

Assor and Tzelgov (1987) suggested elaborate procedures for 

developing better estimates of true difference scores than 
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traditional absolute difference measures. Most researchers, 

however, employ traditional measures of absolute difference 

(e.g., Gough, Fioravanti, & Lazzari, 1983; Gough, Lazzari, & 

Fioravanti, 1978; Neimeyer and Mitchell, 1988; Perse, 

Davitt, and Burggraf, 1990; Rogler & Procidano, 1989; 

Sternberg & Barnes, 1985). Wylie (1974) suggested having 

subjects estimate the magnitude of difference scores. Her 

approach avoids the "identification problem," wherein linear 

effects of individual variables are confounded with the 

linear effects of those variables in combination (Blalock, 

1967; Glenn, 1990; Rogler & Procidano, 1989). 

This study did not use Wylie's suggestion because some 

hypotheses required comparisons across self-ratings and 

perceived-partner ratings. The identification problem was 

addressed using a hierarchical multiple regression in which 

the effects of independent variables entered earlier in the 

regression equation were removed before assessment of the 

effects of later independent variables. The earlier 

independent variables acted as covariates for later 

independent variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989). For 

example, a difference score between a woman's self-rating on 

Agreeableness and the Agreeableness rating she applied to 

her partner might be calculated. The difference score may 

predict her relationship satisfaction. Possibly, however, a 

woman's self-rating on Agreeableness itself may 

significantly correlate with relationship satisfaction. 
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Thus, the contribution of the difference score beyond that 

of the component score (self-rating on Agreeableness) can be 

extracted by using hierarchical multiple regression. By 

entering the Agreeableness score into the regression 

equation first, followed by the Agreeableness difference 

score, the contribution of Agreeableness alone can be 

covaried-out prior to the assessment of the contribution of 

the Agreeableness difference score. This approach controls 

the possibility that scores on the NEO PI are themselves 

independently predictive of relationship satisfaction. 

Also, since research suggests that self-esteem is 

associated with higher relationship satisfaction (S. S. 

Hendrick, 1981; S. S. Hendrick et al., 1988), and it is 

possible that some responses on the NEO PI are more socially 

desirable than others, then one's self-esteem may influence 

how one reports on the NEO PI. This may in turn predict 

relationship satisfaction. Covarying-out the independent 

contribution of each NEO PI component score prior to 

calculating the contribution of difference scores on each 

factor nullified the potential mediation of social-

desirability. 

Glenn (1990) noted that in most research on homogamy 

and marital quality, the characteristics of either spouse 

are generally not linearly related to marital quality, so 

the identification problem usually does not confound the 
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results (e.g., Ortega, Whitt, & William, 1988; Rogler & 

Procidano, 1989). 
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CONSENT FORM 

I hereby give consent for my participation in the 

project entitled "Exploring Romantic Relationships." I 

understand that the persons responsible for this project 

are: Carl Middleton, M.S. (792-2603), Susan Hendrick, Ph.D. 

(742-3701), or Clyde Hendrick, Ph.D. (742-2781). I 

understand that this study has the following objective: To 

investigate romantic relationships from the perspectives of 

the partners. I understand that I will complete six 

questionnaires. If for any reason I desire to discontinue 

participation in this research, I understand that I may do 

so at any time without penalty. 

It has been further explained to me that my responses 

will be confidential. Confidentiality will be ensured using 

a system of coding and nondescript envelopes. Only persons 

involved with this project will have access to data 

collected. 

If I have any questions about this project, I can 

received more information by talking to the persons listed 

above as responsible for this project or by contacting the 

Texas Tech Institutional Review Board for the Protection of 

Human Subjects by writing them in care of the Office of 

Research Services, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas, 

79409, or by calling 742-3884. 

"If this project causes any physical injury to 
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participants in this project, treatment is not necessarily 

available at Texas Tech University or the Student Health 

Center, nor is there necessarily any insurance carried by 

the University or its personnel applicable to cover any such 

injury. Financial compensation for any such injury must be 

provided through the participant's own insurance program. 

Further information about these matters may be obtained from 

Dr. Robert Sweazy, Vice Proves for Research, 742-3884, Room 

203 Holden Hall, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas, 

79409." 

I am willing to participate. 

Signature of Participant Signature of Project Director 

Date 
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Instructions 

1) Thank you for participating in this research. It is 

designed to help us better understand dating relationships. 

I know some of you will get bonus points for participating, 

but let me tell you that the value to me of your 

participation is far greater than that reflected by the 

bonus points, so thanks!! Special thanks to those of you 

who are helping out without receiving any bonus points. 

2) This is important research, but it is kind of tedious. 

I need you to complete several questionnaires. Please try 

to complete them as accurately as possible, but don't spend 

a great deal of time pondering over your responses. 

Usually, your first impression is most accurate. Please do 

not talk among yourselves during the experiment. 

3) Your answers will be confidential. To protect you in 

this regard, I am not having you put your name on your 

materials. I will be able to cross-reference your name with 

materials, so if something comes up and I need to speak with 

you, I will phone. If you are interested, I should have the 

data analyzed in about three months. Give me a call and I 

will share the results with you. 
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4) All of your responses will be on Scantron answer sheets. 

You each have two envelopes, one labelled "Love" and another 

labelled "Perceptions." The "Love" envelope contains one 

questionnaire booklet and one Scantron answer sheet [hold up 

Scantron sheet and point to it]. The "Perceptions" envelope 

contains two questionnaire booklets and two Scantron answer 

sheets. The Scantron answer sheet for use with each 

questionnaire is attached to it by a paper clip. Please 

read the instructions for answering each section. It is 

extremely important that you use the proper Scantron answer 

sheet with each questionnaire. 

5) In the "Perceptions" envelope, there are two 

questionnaire booklets: one for rating yourself and one for 

rating your partner. The answer sheet for each is labelled 

accordingly. When you get to the questionnaires in this 

envelope, fill out the one for yourself first, before you 

fill out the one for your partner. 

6) On each Scantron answer sheet, I have put some codes in 

the Social Security Box. Please do not change those. 

However, on each Scantron answer sheet, if you are a 1300 

student, place a "1" in the first box and darken-in the 

corresponding bubble. If you are not a 1300 student, place 

a "0" in the box and darken in the corresponding bubble. Do 

not darken-in any other bubbles in the Social Security 
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Section. [Demonstrate this on blackboard drawing of SSN 

section of Scantron answer sheet]. 

7) Use only a #2 pencil to fill in the bubbles. Stay 

inside the bubble. Do not write on the questionnaire 

booklets. When you finish a questionnaire, please put the 

answer sheet and questionnaire back together with the paper 

clip and slide them back into the envelope they came from. 

Turn in each envelope when you have finished the 

questionnaire or questionnaires within it. You may leave 

when you are done. If you have any questions, please ask. 

8) Notice that the Scantron sheets are kind of unusual. 

Responses go from 1 to 10, then up to 11, down to 20, and so 

forth. [Demonstrate on blackboard]. Be sure that your 

responses on the answer sheet numerically match the number 

of the item on the questionnaire. On the questionnaire from 

the "Love" booklet, you will only have 70 items, so you will 

only use the first 70 responses of the "Love" Scantron 

sheet. The rest of the responses will remain blank. On 

each of the questionnaires from the "Perceptions" envelope, 

you will have 181 responses. In these cases, you will need 

to turn the Scantron answer sheet over to side 2 in order to 

provide responses for items 121 to 181. Responses beyond 

181 on these answer sheets will remain blank. 
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9) OK, start with the envelope that says "Do this envelope 

first" on the front. 

182 



APPENDIX D 

BACKGROUND INVENTORY 

183 



DO NOT WRITE IN THIS BOOKLET 

PLEASE ANSWER ALL ITEMS CAREFULLY 

READ ALL INSTRUCTIONS 

BACKGROUND INVENTORY 

On the answer sheet, please fill in the response that 

answers the question accurately for you. 

1. I am a: (A) Male (B) Female 

2. My ethnic heritage is: 

(A) Black (B) White-non-Hispanic (C) White-Hispanic 

(D) Oriental (E) Other 

3. My age is: 

(A) 18 (B) 19 (C) 20 (D) 21 (E) 22+ 

4. I was raised in an area that was: 

(A) Farm or small village (B) Town of 10,000 or less 

(C) Town of 10,000 to 50,000 (D) City of 50,000 to 

200,000 (E) City of 200,000 or more 
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5. My family's total income last year was: 

(A) $10,000 or less (B) $10,000 to $20,000 

(C) $20,000 to $35,000 (D) $35,000 to $50,000 

(E) $50,000 - up 

6. I have the following number of brothers and sisters 

(A) None - only child (B) One (C) Two (D) Three 

(E) Four or more 

TURN PAGE -
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LOVE AND RELATIONSHIP BIOGRAPHY 

The following questions deal with your personal history 

and current experience with love and romantic relationships. 

Please answer each question. Select only one answer per 

item. 

7. At what age did you first fall in love? 

(A) Never in love (B) Less than age 12 (C) Age 12 

through 14 (D) Age 15 through 16 (E) Age 17 or older 

8. How many times have you been in love? 

(A) None (B) One (C) Two (D) Three to five (E) More 

than five 

9. Have you ever been in love with more than one person at 

the same time? (A) No (B) Yes 

10. Are you in love now? If "Yes," how long? 

(A) No (B) Yes, one month or less (C) Yes, one to 

three months (D) Yes, three months to one year 

(E) Yes, over one year 

11. If you are in love now, how deeply are you in love? 

(A) Not in love now (B) Slightly (C) Moderately 

(D) Deeply (E) Very deeply in love 
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12. Have you fallen out of love or had a relationship 

breakup within the past few months? (A) No (B) Yes 

13. How important is romantic love to you as part of your 

life? (A) Not important (B) Slightly important 

(C) Moderately important (D) Very important 

(E) Extremely important—one of the most important 

things in life 

14. How old were you when you first had sexual intercourse? 

(A) Less than age 12 (B) Age 12 through 14 (C) Age 15 

through 16 (D) Age 17 or older (E) Have not engaged 

in sexual intercourse 

15. Are you currently in a relationship? If "Yes," how 

long? (A) No (B) Yes, one month or less (C) Yes, one 

to three months (D) Yes, three months to one year 

(E) Yes, over one year 

16. If you are currently involved in a relationship, is 

your relationship a sexual relationship? (A) Not in a 

relationship (B) No, it is not sexual (C) Yes, it is 

a sexual relationship 

TURN PAGE 
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17. Are you in love with your relationship partner? 

(A) Not in a relationship (B) No (C) Yes 

18. Are you currently in love with someone in addition to 

or instead of your relationship partner? 

(A) Not in a relationship (B) No (C) Yes 

19. Do you live with your relationship partner? 

(A) Not in a relationship (B) No (C) Yes 

20. How many previous romantic relationships have you had? 

(A) None (B) One (C) Two (D) Three (E) Four or more 

21. How many previous sexual relationships have you been 

involved in? (A) None (B) One (C) Two (D) Three 

(E) Four or more 

TURN PAGE -• 
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APPENDIX F 

LOVE ATTITUDES SCALE 
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Listed below are several statements that reflect different 

attitudes about love. For each statement provide responses 

on the accompanying answer sheet in the bubble corresponding 

to the number of the statement listed below. Indicate your 

level of agreement or disagreement with each statement. 

Whenever possible, answer the questions with your current 

partner in mind. 

For each statement: 

Mark "A" if the statement is definitely false or you 

strongly disagree. 

Mark "B" if the statement is mostly false or you disagree 

Mark "C" if the statement is about equally true or false, 

or you cannot decide, or if you are neutral on 

the statement. 

Mark "D" if the statement is mostly true or you agree. 

Mark "E" if the statement is definitely true or you 

gtronglv agree. 
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Response key: 

Strongly Disagree A 

Disagree B 

Neutral s 

Agree B 

Strongly Agree B 

22. My partner and I were attracted to each other 

immediately after we first met. 

23. My partner and I have the right physical "chemistry" 

between us. 

24. Our lovemaking is very intense and satisfying. 

25. I feel that my partner and I were meant for each other 

26. My partner and I became emotionally involved rather 

quickly. 

27. My partner and I really understand each other. 
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28. My partner fits my ideal standards of physical beauty/ 

handsomeness. 

29. I try to keep my partner a little uncertain about my 

commitment to him/her. 

30. I believe that what my partner doesn't know about me 

won't hurt him/her. 

31. I have sometimes had to keep my partner from finding 

out about other partners. 

32. I could get over my affair with my partner pretty 

easily and quickly. 

33. My partner would get upset if he/she knew of some of 

the things I've done with other people. 

34. When my partner gets too dependent on me, I want to 

back off a little. 

35. I enjoy playing the "game of love" with my partner and 

a number of other partners. 

36. It is hard for me to say exactly when our friendship 

turned into love. 
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37. To be genuine, our love first required caring for 

awhile. 

38. I expect to always be friends with my partner. 

39. Our love is the best kind because it grew out of a long 

friendship. 

40. Our friendship merged gradually into love over time. 

41. Our love is really a deep friendship, not a mysterious, 

mystical emotion. 

42. Our love relationship is the most satisfying because it 

developed from a good friendship. 

43. I considered what my partner was going to become in 

life before I committed myself to him/her. 

44. I tried to plan my life carefully before choosing my 

partner. 

45. In choosing my partner, I believed it was best to love 

someone with a similar background. 
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46. A main consideration in choosing my partner was how 

he/she would reflect on my family. 

47. An important factor in choosing my partner was whether 

he/she would be a good parent. 

48. One consideration in choosing my partner was how he/she 

would reflect on my career. 

49. Before getting very involved with my partner, I tried 

to figure out how compatible his/her hereditary 

background would be with mine in case we ever had 

children. 

50. When things aren't right with my partner and me, my 

stomach gets upset. 

51. If my partner and I break up, I would get so depressed 

that I would even think of suicide. 

52. Sometimes I get so excited about being in love with my 

partner that I can't sleep. 

53. When my partner doesn't pay attention to me, I feel 

sick all over. 
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54. Since I've been in love with my partner, I've had 

trouble concentrating on anything else. 

55. I cannot relax if I suspect that my partner is with 

someone else. 

56. If my partner ignores me for a while, I sometimes do 

stupid things to try to get his/her attention back. 

57. I try to always help my partner through difficult 

times. 

58. I would rather suffer myself than let my partner 

suffer. 

59. I cannot be happy unless I place my partner's happiness 

before my own. 

60. I am usually willing to sacrifice my own wishes to let 

my partner achieve his/hers. 

61. Whatever I own is my partner's to use as he/she 

chooses. 

62. When my partner gets angry with me, I still love 

him/her fully and unconditionally. 
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63 I would endure all things for the sake of my partner 
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APPENDIX G 

RELATIONSHIP ASSESSMENT SCALE 
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Answer the next seven questions on the same answer sheet as 

the last 63 questions. Use the key listed below to score 

your responses. Do not mark on this sheet. Please mark on 

the answer sheet the letter for each item that best answers 

that item for you. 

64. How well does your partner meet your needs? 

A B O D E 

Poorly Average Extremely well 

65. In general, how satisfied are you with your 

relationship? 

A B O D E 

Unsatisfied Average Extremely 

satisfied 

66. How good is your relationship compared to most? 

A B O D E 

Good Average Excellent 
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67. How of ten do you wish you hadn't gotten in t h i s 

r e l a t i o n s h i p ? 

A B O D E 

Never Average Very of ten 

68. To what ex tent has your re la t ionsh ip met your o r i g i n a l 

expec ta t ions? 

A B O D E 

Hardly at a l l Average Completely 

6 9 . How much do you l o v e your partner? 

A B O D E 

Not much Average Very much 

7 0 . How many problems are t h e r e i n your r e l a t i o n s h i p ? 

A B O D E 

Very few Average Very many 

END OF THIS PACKET OF QUESTIONNAIRES 
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APPENDIX H 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
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TABLE HI 

LAS AND RAS MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS BY GENDER^ 

Men Women 

Eros 28.03 27.71 
(4.22) (4.14) 

Ludus 16.59 13.99 
(5.33) (4.63) 

Storge 23.54 25.30 
(4.60) (5.06) 

Pragma 17.61 19.62 
(5.78) (6.03) 

Mania 21.01 22.78 
(5.30) (4.89) 

Agape 28.68 29.05 
(4.16) (3.93) 

RAS 28.56 29.65 
(4.28) (4.55) 

^Means above (standard deviations in parentheses 
below). 

Note: LAS = Love Attitude Scale. Means and standard 
deviations were calculated from total raw scores. LAS 
scales consist of seven items each, with all items 
scored from one to five. 

RAS = Relationship Assessment Scale. Means and 
standard deviations were calculated from total raw 
scores. The RAS scale consists of seven items scored 
from one to five. 
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TABLE H2 

NEO PI SELF-RATING MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS BY GENDER^ 

Neuroticism 

Extraversion 

Openness to Experience 

Agreeableness 

Conscientiousness 

Men 

89.29 
(18.85) 

122.04 
(15.75) 

112.28 
(16.33) 

42.63 
(7.95) 

44.66 
(8.54) 

Women 

102.19 
(21.81) 

122.11 
(17.60) 

118.75 
(17.82) 

46.05 
(8.32) 

46.95 
(8.23) 

Means listed above (standard deviations in parentheses 
below). 

Note: Means and standard deviations were calculated 
from total raw scores. Total number of items on the 
NEO PI differs from scale to scale. Neuroticism, 
Extraversion, and Openness to Experience scales have 48 
items each. Agreeableness and Conscientiousness are 
comprised of 18 items each. All items are scored zero 
to four. 
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TABLE H3 

NEO PI PARTNER-RATING 
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS BY GENDER^ 

Men Women 

Neuroticism 

Extraversion 

Openness to Experience 

Agreeableness 

Conscientiousness 

103.41 
(21.87) 

114.85 
(20.26) 

108.06 
(15.71) 

43.85 
(9.00) 

45.51 
(9.99) 

79.78 
(20.11) 

120.18 
(21.57) 

107.09 
(19.25) 

43.97 
(11.64) 

44.28 
(10.37) 

Means listed above (standard deviations in parentheses 
below). 

Note: Means and standard deviations were calculated 
from total raw scores. Total number of items on the 
NEO PI differs from scale to scale. Neuroticism, 
Extraversion, and Openness to Experience scales have 48 
items each. Agreeableness and Conscientiousness are 
comprised of 18 items each. All items are scored zero 
to four. 
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APPENDIX I 

ADDITIONAL CORRELATION TABLES 
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TABLE II 

CORRELATIONS ON NEO PI SELF-RATINGS 
BETWEEN MEN AND WOMEN 

Women 

Men FSN FSE FSO FSA FSC" 

MSN .07 -.12 .00 .10 .07 

MSE -.22 .15 -.06 -.04 -.07 

MSO .03 -.27* .13 .11 .05 

MSA -.09 .00 .12 -.10 .05 

MSC -.24* .06 -.09 .06 -.07 

*Significant at p<.05. 

Key: 
FSN = woman's rating of herself on Neuroticism. 
FSE = woman's rating of herself on Extraversion. 
FSO = woman's rating of herself on Openness to 

Experience. 
FSA = woman's rating of herself on Agreeableness 
FSC = woman's rating of herself on 

Conscientiousness. 
MSN = man's rating of himself on Neuroticism. 
MSE = man's rating of himself on Extraversion. 
MSO = man's rating of himself on Openness to 

Experience. 
MSA = man's rating of himself on Agreeableness. 
MSC = man's rating of himself on 

Conscientiousness. 
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TABLE 12 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN PARTNER-RATINGS 
ON THE NEO PI ACROSS COUPLES 

Women 

Men: FPN FPE FPO FPA FPC 

MPN .03 .01 .01 .05 -.04 

MPE .10 .08 .12 .06 .13 

MPO -.03 .05 .01 .00 .06 

MPA .06 .15 .02 -.12 .08 

MPC -.15 -.06 .12 .04 -.24* 

*Significant at the .05 level of significance. 

Key: 
FPN = woman's rating of her partner on Neuroticism. 
FPE = woman's rating of her partner on Extraversion. 
FPO = woman's rating of her partner on Openness to 

Experience. 
FPA = woman's rating of her partner on Agreeableness. 
FPC = woman's rating of her partner on 

Conscientiousness. 
MPN = man's rating of his partner on Neuroticism. 
MPE = man's rating of his partner on Extraversion. 
MPO = man's rating of his partner on Openness to 

Experience. 
MPA = man's rating of his partner on Agreeableness. 
MPC = man's rating of his partner on 

Conscientiousness. 
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