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ABSTRACT 

Two studies examined the role of an optimistic or pessimistic 

outlook on life in romantic relationships. Study I proposed that two 

optimistic partners will have a more satisfying relationship than either 

an optimist and a pessimist, or two pessimists. In addition, it was 

hypothesized that the two optimists would predict that they will be 

together longer and be more successful at conflict resolution than 

would the other two partner combinations. It was also hypothesized 

that two pessimists would be the least successful at conflict 

resolution and that they would predict that they will be together for 

the least amount of time, as compared to two optimists or to an 

optimist and a pessimist. Also, an optimist and a pessimist will be 

more successful at conflict resolution when the optimist is a female 

and the pessimist is a male. 

The results generally found that optimist-optimist couples 

exhibited the highest satisfaction, and solved conflicts using 

integrating and obliging conflict strategies. The optimist-pessimist 

couples were less satisfied than the optimist-optimist couples, but 

more satisfied than the pessimist-pessimist couples. The pessimist-

pessimist couples were thus the least satisfied. They solved conflicts 

by using dominating conflict tactics, results offering only partial 
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support for the hypotheses. Optimists, as individuals, perceived that 

they would be together longer than pessimists. 

The second study attempted to determine whether optimists 

and pessimists prefer to be in romantic relationships with people 

sharing their same optimistic or pessimistic outlook on life, or if they 

would rather be with an optimist, since that quality is socially 

desirable. Results suggested that people tended to prefer the 

optimist, regardless of their own optimism level, lending support for 

one of the research questions. Pessimists did rate the pessimistic 

stimulus person more favorably than did optimists. People tended to 

prefer similar others as friends, lending support to the literature on 

friendship in social psychology, but optimists were preferred to 

pessimists in general as romantic partners. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Relationships affect people's lives in a number of ways. Society 

pressures people to pair off as they get older, and after growing up in 

such an environment, people learn to feel inadequate or rejected if they 

are not involved in a romantic relationship at any given time. A primary 

romantic relationship often dictates a large part of a person's life for 

many people. People may compromise many of their purely personal 

desires and everyday activities in order to keep a relationship intact. In 

addition, people leave jobs and careers because of a partner's relocation 

or request. 

Because romantic relationships are such an integral part of 

people's lives, research on relationships is of utmost importance. If a 

person is compromising a career in some way for a partner, it would be 

best that the relationship between the two people be healthy, successful, 

and long-lasting. It is important for people to learn how to stay together 

successfully- In addition, it is important to know when the dating 

partner is the right match for a person in order to maintain strong family 

structure and to provide a good environment to raise children in this 

society. The current research studied optimism and some related 

variables, in so far as they may affect relationships. The results can help 



people decide how to interact with their optimistic or pessimistic 

partners, what kind of people work together best in a romantic 

relationship, and how to make those relationships last longer by learning 

what people with different levels of optimism expect from their 

relationships. 

Optimism has been defined as "the conviction that the future holds 

desirable outcomes irrespective of one's personal ability to control those 

outcomes" (Marshall & Lang, 1990, p. 132). Seligman (1991) defined an 

optimist as a person who believes defeat is a temporary setback which is 

not his or her own fault. The literature supports the idea that optimism 

affects people in a positive manner. For example, optimists are healthier 

and become depressed less often than pessimists (Seligman, 1991). In 

addition, optimists have excellent social relations. They can laugh at 

themselves and feel satisfied with themselves. Optimists continue to 

gain satisfaction during their attempts to achieve goals, as well as after 

success has been met (Snyder, 1994). Optimists attempt to resolve 

conflict rather than give up without a fight. They are confident that 

obstacles can be overcome, whether or not that is actually possible. 

Pessimists, on the other hand, become depressed easily and often. 

They surrender easily and assume they are at fault for any negative 

aspects of their lives. Some research has indicated that pessimists, or 

people with a negative outlook on life, are not as healthy as optimists 



(Carver 85 Scheier, 1992; Robbins, Spence, 86 Clark, 1991; Tennen & 

Affleck, 1987; Watson 8B Pennebaker, 1989). 

Seligman (1991) described optimists and pessimists in terms of 

their explanatory style. An optimist is a person who believes that the 

positive events which happen to him- or herself involve an internal locus 

of control. The optimist believes he or she actually achieves the positive 

outcome. Negative events have an external cause, and the optimist is not 

at fault. He or she was either in the wrong place at the wrong time, or 

the event was caused by an external source. Pessimists believe that 

positive events occur because one is lucky, not because ability played 

any role in the situation. Negative events are caused by the pessimist, 

and they are explained internally. 

Optimists and pessimists must work together in many situations. 

For example, optimistic supervisors may expect more out of their 

employees, and may be disappointed in employee performance after 

setting standards that are too high. The optimist will recover from this 

disappointment in a short time (Seligman, 1991). A pessimistic 

supervisor may not expect anyone to do much, but if disappointed, this 

person may take more time to recover from the disappointment. 

What about the relationships that people choose to create for 

themselves? Do optimists seek out other optimists, or do they balance 

their dispositions by seeking out pessimists? And once optimists and 



pessimists are in friendships or romantic relationships together, are they 

happy? Will the relationship last? This research examines the role that 

optimism and pessimism play in romantic relationships. A partner who 

is optimistic may work hard to keep the relationship intact because he or 

she believes that conflicts can be resolved. This person may be primarily 

responsible for holding the relationship together. It seems likely that an 

optimist will try to keep the relationship intact whether or not it is a 

satisfying relationship. Optimists have the tendency to find specific, 

temporary causes for misfortune, and they believe that these problems 

will be overcome in time (Seligman, 1991). An optimist who is in an 

unsatisfying relationship may believe that solutions can and will be 

found for the difficulties, and then better times will come. 

Optimism and Its Complexities 

Seligman (1991) has studied optimism and pessimism in depth, 

and compared optimists to pessimists with respect to his theory of 

learned helplessness. In an adverse situation, optimists may continue to 

attempt behaviors that lead to negative consequences, perhaps for 

several trials. Pessimists will relinquish their efforts after they realize 

that success will not emerge in the first few trials. Hence, pessimists are 

more prone to learned helplessness than optimists. Optimists may 

experience some learned helplessness, but they recover from that 



experience quickly. Optimism and pessimism have also been found to be 

separate phenomena (Plomin et al., 1992). These authors found that 

optimism and pessimism appear to be orthogonal, and thus optimism 

and pessimism contribute independently to constructs such as life 

satisfaction and depression. 

Pessimism and Depression 

Are pessimists depressed? According to Seligman (1991), 

pessimism may not cause depression, but depressed people tend to be 

pessimistic while they are depressed. Several studies have concerned 

pessimism and depression. Pessimism has been found to be significantly 

correlated with depression (Beck, Weissman, Lester, 8& Trexler, 1974; 

Johnson 8& McCutcheon, 1981; Prociuk, Breen, 8B Lussier, 1976), even 

more so in adolescents than adults. Pessimism was found to be 

significantly correlated with general maladjustment in adolescents 

(Johnson 8B McCutcheon, 1981), hinting at the fact that pessimism might 

be a hardship that people should try to overcome. Seligman (1991) does 

believe that pessimism can be replaced with optimism when an 

individual alters his or her way of thinking about the world. In Learned 

Optimism (1991), Seligman described optimism and pessimism in depth 

and how they affect all facets of life, such as work, school, sports, health, 

and religion. The last chapter of Seligman's book deals specifically with 



the change from pessimism to optimism and gives tips on how to raise 

one's children to be optimistic people. 

A person's locus of control may also be affected by pessimism. 

Johnson and McCutcheon (1981) found that pessimists believe that they 

are not in control of worldly events. Malloy and Fyfe (1980) found 

comparable results, and also found that pessimism affects people's 

ability to show positive affect to others. Their data showed a negative 

correlation between pessimism and the expression of positive affect, 

suggesting that pessimists become detached from others. In addition, 

Malloy and Fyfe's research supported the notion that pessimism leads to 

depression. 

McCabe and Gotlib (1995) found that nondepressed people try 

harder than depressed people to protect themselves from negative 

information about the self Depressed people may not care whether or 

not they are thought of in a negative manner because they already 

believe that their life is bad. In support of this notion, Giesler, Josephs, 

and Swann (1996) found that depressed people do not seek favorable 

information about themselves when compared to optimists. It is healthy 

to desire praise (to a limited extent) from others, and to attempt to 

perform in a manner worthy of praise, but pessimists see no need for 

that self-satisfying and other-satisfying phenomenon. Pessimists are 

more at risk for disease and death than optimists, according to Peterson 



and Seligman (1987). A negative attitude can affect a person's ability to 

fend off the everyday dangers of life. The immune system tends to be in 

better shape when people have an optimistic outlook on life. People who 

have survived a traumatic event may also have accumulated a 

pessimistic explanatory style, according to Bunco, Larsen, and Peterson 

(1995), which can lead to depression, as Peterson and Seligman have 

shown. 

Rumination is another contributor to pessimism during 

depression. Rumination is the focusing by the depressed person on the 

symptoms of depression, and the possible meaning of those symptoms 

(Nolen-Hoeksema, 1991). People who ruminate while they are depressed 

may manifest more pessimistic tendencies than people who do not 

ruminate. In addition, women show more rumination than men (Nolen-

Hoeksema, Parker, 8B Larson, 1994). Therefore, pessimists may not 

always be depressed, but depressed people seem to show pessimistic 

tendencies, and, according to Nolen-Hoeksema and her colleagues, 

women may be at greater risk for pessimism while they are depressed. 

Golin, Jarrett , Stewart, and Drayton (1980) found a way to reduce 

pessimism in depressed people. They gave depressed and nondepressed 

people anagrams to solve. When they could not be solved, the depressed 

participants manifested more anxiety, hostility, and pessimism than 

their nondepressed counterparts. The results differed, though, when the 



participants were told that they would have a second chance to try the 

task if they could not solve it the first time. Given a second chance, 

depressed participants became much less pessimistic than the depressed 

participants in the one-chance condition. These second-chance 

depressed participants did not show more anxiety, pessimism, or 

hostility than the nondepressed participants. 

Another way to reduce pessimism in depressed people is to remove 

self-focused attention and increase positive expectancies. According to 

Strack, Blaney, Ganellen, and Coyne (1985), depressed undergraduates 

completed a task more efficiently and accurately if their focus was moved 

away from the self and the expectancy of success was increased. This 

outcome differed from the outcome of their nondepressed counterparts: 

Nondepressed undergraduates improved performance on a task if the 

self-focus was increased and the expectancy was lowered, so that the 

pressure was not so high. Depressed people would rather focus 

attention on the self after failure, while nondepressed people enjoy self-

focused attention after success (Pyszczynski 8B Greenberg, 1985). 

Making depressed individuals self-aware decreases their feelings of 

self-worth, even though it can enhance accuracy when those individuals 

describe their problems (Gibbons et al.,1985). Depressed people do not 

expect to succeed and are more familiar with their own failures than with 

their own successes. Taking attention away from the self represents 
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their preferences after success; however, if they associate that experience 

with success, they may lose some of their pessimism. Therefore, if 

depressed pessimists are given hope, and their focus is taken off of the 

self, their pessimism may subside and, consequently, their performance 

will improve. These negative thoughts, according to Pietromonaco and 

Markus (1985), only refer to the self; they may still have a positive view of 

the performance of others. Therefore, this pessimism that depressed 

individuals possess is directed at the self They do not tend to doubt the 

actions of others when consequences do not involve the self 

Lewis (1993) correlated a different kind of pessimism to 

depression: Pessimism in Freud's oral psychosexual stage. This stage 

occurs around the second or third year of life, and is marked by an 

obsession with anything related to the mouth, since babies tend to 

explore at that age using their mouths. People who become fixated at 

this stage share an obsession with oral-related entities such as food, 

cigarettes, and chewing on objects such as writing utensils. Oral 

optimism, according to Lewis, is the pleasure derived from symptoms 

representing fixation at the oral stage (an obsession with food, for 

example). Oral pessimism occurs when one is affected by harsh or 

restrictive experiences during the oral stage, instead of pleasure. Lewis 

reported that oral pessimism is correlated with depression, leading to the 



conclusion that depressed individuals tend to experience pessimism on 

several different levels. 

Defensive Pessimism 

Pessimism tends to have a reputation as a negative quality. 

Although pessimists tend to be depressed, some types of pessimism are 

not bad. Defensive pessimism is a strategy that can be chosen by a 

person in order to adapt to a situation, especially in academic 

circumstances, such as studying for difficult exams. This strategy is not 

necessarily possessed only by pessimists; anyone can use this method of 

self-protection during times when success is questionable. Defensive 

pessimists tend to set low expectations, feel anxious, and continually 

ruminate about possible outcomes, whereas optimists set higher 

expectations, feel less anxious, and avoid ruminating (Spencer 8B Norem, 

1996). For example, if a defensive pessimist expects to do poorly on an 

exam, that person may put more effort into studying, making success 

more likely than failure. 

Research has indicated that pessimists may benefit from a negative 

focus to some extent. Negatively-focused defensive pessimists may 

improve their ability to think positively about themselves after an initial 

negative focus (Showers, 1992). Cantor and Norem (1989) stated that 

defensive pessimism is good because pessimistic people do not have the 
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illusory biases sometimes associated with optimism. The problem is that 

these defensive pessimists turn out to suffer more boredom and be less 

challenged when socializing with others than are optimists. People may 

confuse defensive pessimism with depression because both pessimists 

and depressed persons experience anxiety along with their negative 

expectations. Showers and Rubin (1990) reported that defensive 

pessimists, as well as optimists, did not distance themselves from events, 

and did not ruminate about the events after they were over, whereas 

depressed people did. The defensive pessimists did spend time thinking 

about details of an event before the event occurred, but did not dwell on 

the consequences afterward, unlike the depressed people. 

Defensive pessimism has also been correlated with self-monitoring 

(Polak 8B Prokop, 1989). Defensive pessimists tend to be people who are 

classified as protective self-monitors: They seek social acceptance and 

attempt to avoid rejection. Because they fear rejection, the low 

expectations set for themselves are an adjustment mechanism which 

protects them from the possibility of failure and may lower their typically 

high level of anxiety. This strategy is so strong that interfering with 

defensive pessimism can actually impair the performance of a defensive 

pessimist (Norem 8B Cantor, 1986). Scheier and Carver (1992) agreed 

that defensive pessimism serves its purpose, but it does not predict 

success more often than optimism does. In addition, it is less adaptive 

11 
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in the long run. For example, pessimism could also worsen the outcome 

of a situation. If a person expects to do poorly, the self-fulfilling 

prophecy (Merton, 1948) may be a more realistic explanation of the 

outcome than defensive pessimism. A person may increase the chances 

of a negative situation materializing by expecting it to occur. 

Unrealistic Optimism 

Not only does pessimism not always carry a bad reputation, but 

optimism may not always have a good reputation. Cantor and Norem 

(1989) acknowledged that optimists may suffer from illusory biases that 

make events seem more positive than they really are. Aspinwall and 

Brunhart (1996) tested the idea that optimists are actually in a state of 

denial. Some people assume that optimists do not pay attention to risk 

information because the optimists believe that everything will be fine 

even though conditions suggest caution. The term "unrealistic optimism" 

refers to the fact that people tend to have an optimistic explanatory style, 

even when it is obvious that the truth lies in the other direction 

(Weinstein, 1980). Weinstein and Klein (1996) stated that this 

phenomenon exists because people protect their egos by believing that 

they are better than everyone else. Most of these self-serving biases are 

harmless, providing that people do not ignore risk information which 

could lead to the prevention of a catastrophe. 
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Regan, Snyder, and Kassin (1995) studied unrealistic optimism 

and sought to find out when and under what circumstances people are 

most optimistic. They found that people are unrealistically optimistic 

about events happening to themselves, their close friends, and even, to 

an extent, their acquaintances. Regan and her colleagues explained that 

their results could be due either to person positivity, where a single 

person is judged more favorably that a group of individuals, or to self-

enhancement, where people are inclined to believe that an abundance of 

good events and a lack of bad events will happen to themselves and to 

the people closest to them. Further research showed that self-

enhancement was a more realistic explanation (Regan et al., 1995). This 

conclusion makes sense because people are much less affected by 

disasters happening in other countries than their own. A plane crash in 

Chicago is more devastating to people in the United States than a plane 

crash in Korea, even though the same number of fatalities may result 

from each. This "distance effect" may also explain the unrealistic 

optimism people possess for acquaintances, even though they are not 

personally close to them. 

Optimism has been blamed for the stock market crash of 1929 

because people expected the best without putting any thought into how 

the best could be attained (Lauzanne 8B Wylie, 1931). However, 

Aspinwall and Brunhart (1996) found that optimists actually did pay 
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attention to enough risk information to prevent negative events. In 

addition, Peterson and Seligman (1987) found that people who possess a 

pessimistic explanatory style tend to neglect their sleep, nutrition, and 

exercise needs, and would be more likely to live an unhealthy lifestyle. It 

is possible that pessimists believe that nothing they do will actually 

prevent an illness. Unrealistic optimism has also been thought to 

contribute to people's neglect of health care because they assume that 

negative events will happen to people outside their social circle. As a 

matter of fact, Davidson and Prkachin (1997) found that unrealistic 

optimism was positively correlated with self-reported exercise, as was 

traditional optimism, so that unrealistic optimism may not be 

detrimental to people's health. The only difference between the two types 

of optimists was in the initial health appraisals: Unrealistic optimists 

were less likely to believe that they could contract a life-threatening 

disease. However, there was no evidence that unrealistic optimists 

neglected their health care. In sum, the research found that all types of 

optimism are good for one's well-being. 

Can unrealistic optimism be changed? Burger and Palmer (1992) 

tested people's levels of unrealistic optimism during natural disasters. 

Seventy-two hours after the 1989 California earthquake, students at 

Santa Clara University, about seventeen miles from the epicenter of the 

quake, answered a questionnaire about the likelihood of a natural 
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disaster happening to them. This questionnaire measured unrealistic 

optimism. Participants showed no signs of unrealistic optimism 

immediately after the earthquake. Three months later, another class was 

given the same questionnaire. Much of the unrealistic optimism had 

been regained in the student body after students had time to recover. 

Hence, after a natural disaster, unrealistic optimism may disappear; 

however, this form of optimism may return after the shock of the disaster 

has worn off 

Optimism and Health 

Can optimism improve someone's health? As a matter of fact, this 

outcome is very likely. Carver and Scheier (1992) found that optimists 

were less depressed before an operation than pessimists, and optimists 

felt greater relief and happiness afterwards. Also, optimists were more 

satisfied than pessimists with their medical care and amount of 

emotional support. In addition, six months later, optimists reported a 

more favorable quality of life than pessimists. This difference was still 

significant even when adjusted for preoperative stress. Harkapaa, 

Jarvikoski, and Estlander (1996) found that people participating in a 

back treatment program demonstrated more functional capacity during a 

follow-up after the conclusion of the program if they were optimistic 

about their health. In addition, the optimistic participants also showed a 
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weaker belief in the control of people other than themselves in their 

health care. For example, optimists would be less likely to blame a 

doctor or nurse for a slow recovery. 

Optimists are more successful when attempting to lower body fat 

and decrease their coronary risk, according to Shepperd, Maroto, and 

Pbert (1996). They observed elderly participants involved in a cardiac 

rehabilitation program and found that those who were optimistic met 

with more success than other participants. They also were able to more 

successfully increase their aerobic capacity. Elderly persons were 

studied by Shifren (1996) also, who found that optimistic people were 

less likely to need assistance with daily life skills. In addition, Weingert 

and Rosen (1995) found that personal optimism was correlated with life 

satisfaction. Therefore, an optimistic outlook can greatly improve the 

probability of meeting and exceeding one's goals, as well as living a 

successful and satisfying life. 

Carver and Scheier (1992) also reported that optimists showed 

better health habits and had more success in lowering their body fat 

than pessimists, supporting the work of Shepperd, Maroto, and Pbert 

(1996). Outside of the hospital setting, first-year college students who 

were optimists showed less stress than pessimists after three months in 

college, according to Carver and Scheier. College students were also 

studied by Nelson, Karr, and Coleman (1995), who found that college 
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students reported fewer daily hassles and fewer physical symptoms if 

their outlook was optimistic rather than pessimistic. Support for their 

work was found by Weingert and Rosen (1995) who also found that 

optimists reported fewer physical symptoms. In addition. Nelson, Karr, 

and Coleman (1995) found that emotional support was correlated with 

optimism. Students who reported a greater source of support from 

friends and family were more optimistic. Therefore, sufficient emotional 

support appears to increase optimism, which, in turn, can improve one's 

health. 

Social Desirability of Optimism 

Another advantage to being optimistic is that optimists are rejected 

less often in social circles than pessimists. According to Carver, Kus, 

and Scheier (1994), depressed people and pessimists were more likely to 

be rejected by others than optimists and nondepressed people. Even 

pessimists prefer optimists over other pessimists. Optimism is 

associated with extraversion and positive emotional states; pessimism is 

associated with neuroticism and negative emotional states (Darvill 8B 

Johnson, 1991; Marshall, Wortman, Kusulas, Hervig, 8B Vickers, 1992). 

Hendrick and Brown (1971) found that extraverts preferred other 

extraverts, but introverts also preferred extraverts. This result coincides 

with Carver, Kus, and Scheier's (1994) findings. Optimists were viewed 
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as more desirable, and they also tended to score more highly than 

pessimists on extraversion, a socially desirable trait. 

Optimists also may involve themselves in more successful social 

relations than pessimists because they participate in an approach-

oriented strategy when dealing with social situations (Nurmi, Toivonen, 

Salmela-Aro, 8B Eronon, 1996). Optimists do not have as much difficulty 

as pessimists in initiating social contacts. Pessimists, on the other hand, 

manifest a social avoidance strategy, and, consequently, experience more 

loneliness than optimists. Optimists also seek out social support more 

often than pessimists (Scheier, Weintraub, 8B Carver, 1986). Pessimists 

distance themselves from social situations more often than optimists. 

Therefore, developing social relations with an optimist may be easier and 

more satisfying than with a pessimist, hence the finding that optimism in 

a friend or partner is a socially desirable trait. 

Heritability of Optimism 

Is optimism heritable? Schulman, Keith, and Seligman (1993) 

studied optimism in twins. They predicted that monozygotic twins would 

be more alike in their optimistic tendencies than dizygotic twins. At a 

national Twins Day Festival, the investigators were able to administer 

hundreds of questionnaires to sets of twins. Their findings were 

inconclusive. The identical twins were very similar in optimistic or 
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pessimistic explanatory style, but the fraternal twins' explanatory styles 

had a correlation of zero. Fraternal twins share the same genes as any 

set of siblings, so although the correlation should have been lower than 

that of identical twins, there still should have been some correlation. 

Therefore, accurate conclusions cannot be drawn from the data. It is 

difficult to say that optimism is heritable when there was no correlation 

between siblings. It is possible that there was some unknown 

experimental error in the study. 

Plomin et al. (1992) found evidence for a genetic predisposition for 

both optimism and pessimism. They also found that optimism is affected 

by environmental influence, but the same did not hold true for 

pessimism. These results contradict Seligman (1991), who construed 

optimism and pessimism as both learned phenomena. Seligman stated 

that with a considerable amount of effort, a pessimist can learn to be 

more optimistic. 

Subjective Weil-Being 

Is optimism the same as subjective well-being? Subjective well-

being, studied intensively by Diener and his colleagues (Diener 8B Diener, 

1996; Diener, Emmons, Larsen, 8B Griffin, 1985; Pavot 8B Diener, 1993), 

is related to optimism, but they are two separate concepts. Subjective 

well-being is comprised of two concepts: Long-term happiness, or 
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average level of positive and negative affect over a period of time (also 

known as the affective component), and satisfaction with life (also known 

as the cognitive component) (Seidlitz 8B Diener, 1993). Although long-

term happiness is part of subjective well-being, Suh, Diener, and Fujita 

(1996) found that only recent events, particularly those which occurred 

in the past three months, affect people's subjective well-being scores. 

Forest (1996) did find, however, that events from a more distant past 

affected women more than they affected men. Except for that one point, 

men and women did not differ significantly in their levels of subjective 

well-being. People with high levels of subjective well-being tend to be 

optimistic, and developing an optimistic outlook on life can increase 

happiness (Fordyce, 1983). Thus, the concepts are correlated, but they 

are not synonymous. Lightsey (1996) has also correlated subjective well-

being with optimism, as well as with other psychological resources, 

specifically positive thoughts, hardiness, and generalized self-efficacy. 

According to Pavot and Diener (1993), subjective well-being is stable over 

time, and people are aware of their own level of subjective well-being. A 

positive mood can increase subjective well-being to an extent (Schwarz 8B 

Clore, 1983), but in general, it is stable. 

People's careers affect their subjective well-being. According to 

Haworth, Jarman, and Lee (1997), women scored higher on subjective 

well-being if they were experiencing a healthy balance between work and 
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leisure. In addition, an important social position both at work and 

outside of work increased the happiness of women. Cooper, Okamura, 

and McNeil (1995) found that the quality of social interactions correlated 

with subjective well-being. The frequency of the activities was not related 

to subjective well-being. Other predictors included an internal locus of 

control and being female: Females gleaned more subjective well-being 

from their social lives, providing their interactions were positive, than did 

men. The subjective well-being of people can be used to predict the 

subjective well-being of their spouses. Bookwala and Schulz (1996) 

tested married couples and found that a spouse's levels of subjective 

well-being and depression were predictors of the other's subjective well-

being and depression, even when the known predictors of these 

phenomena were controlled. They concluded that similarity in mate 

selection, affect, and environmental influence may be an explanation for 

this similarity effect in spouses. 

Several personality traits show a relationship with subjective well-

being. Although several traits correlate positively with optimism, Diener 

(1996) cautioned u s not to make too many generalizations, because the 

trait correlations are only part of the origin of subjective well-being. 

La Barbera and Gurhan (1997) found that subjective well-being is 

differentially related to materialism, depending on the level of religiosity 

of the person. People who are high on religiosity tend to show a negative 
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relationship between their subjective well-being and their income and 

attitude toward materialism. The opposite effect was found for people 

scoring low on religiosity. Extraverts tend to report more subjective well-

being then introverts (Argyle 8B LU, 1990; Lu 8B Shih, 1997). Lu and Shih 

also found a negative correlation between happiness and neuroticism. 

Marshall et al. (1992) noted that subjective well-being is also related to 

optimism. A genetic component of extraversion has been discussed by 

Eaves, Eysenck, and Martin (1989). They stated that there is a genetic 

link between happiness and extraversion. The optimism twin studies 

were inconclusive (Schulman, Keith, 8B Seligman, 1993), but Eaves et 

al.'s results shed "hope" on the issue. 

Measuring Optimism and Related Constructs 

The instrument used to measure optimism in the present research 

was the latest version of the Life Orientation Test (LOT), devised by 

Scheier and Carver (1985). The LOT-R (Scheier, Carver, 8B Bridges, 1994) 

consists of ten items, four of which are filler items. Some reliability may 

be lost due to the scale's brevity, but Scheier and Carver stressed that a 

short scale has advantages: Subjects will not experience fatigue during 

the data collection and it may be easier to find participants to complete 

the scale. 
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Several other scales also measure optimism-pessimism or related 

constructs. The Hopelessness Scale, developed by Beck, Weissman, 

Lester, and Trexler (1974), measures pessimism, and is useful for studies 

concerning depression. It is a twenty-item true-false measure; eleven 

items indicate pessimism if answered true, and the remaining nine items 

indicate pessimism if answered false. Three factors are evident in the 

Hopelessness Scale: (1) An affective factor includes concepts such as 

hope, enthusiasm, and happiness; (2) a motivation factor includes items 

that tap into giving up and not trying; and (3) a cognitive factor includes 

concepts such as a dark or vague future and possibly receiving good 

things. The scale is reasonably reliable and valid for use in measuring 

pessimism. 

The Satisfaction with Life Scale, developed by Diener, Emmons, 

Larsen, and Griffin (1985), measures subjective well-being, which is one 

interpretation of happiness. There is an affective component and a 

cognitive component to this concept. The affective component involves 

the emotional feelings of happiness, and the cognitive component is a 

judgment of life satisfaction, which is an evaluation of one's life based on 

one's own unique set of criteria (Pavot 8B Diener, 1993). The Satisfaction 

with Life Scale consists of forty-eight items which load on three factors: 

A life satisfaction factor, a positive affect factor and a negative affect 
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factor. According to Diener et al. (1985), the scale has strong internal 

reliability and is moderately stable. 

The LOT-R was chosen for this study because it measures "true" 

optimism, and not a related concept such as subjective well-being. The 

other scales measure subjective well-being and hopelessness. In 

addition, the LOT-R is a short scale that is easy to administer and to 

interpret. The Hopelessness Scale measures pessimism and 

hopelessness. It only focuses on one side of the optimism-pessimism 

continuum, and a more versatile scale may be a better choice. The 

Satisfaction with Life Scale measures happiness, which is related to 

optimism, but they are not the same phenomenon. Hence, the LOT-R 

was selected for use in this research. 

In this research, the effect of optimism and pessimism on romantic 

V relationships was studied. The nature of romantic relationships, 

including their formation is discussed below. Also, the literature on 

several variables which affect romantic relationships is reviewed. 

Date selection, or the process in which people participate in order 

to select a potential mate is one of the variables. What makes one person 

attractive to another, when a similar-looking or similarly-behaving 

person may be considered completely unattractive to the same target 

person? Other variables which may greatly affect romantic relationships 

are jealousy, which has a negative impact on most relationships. Some 
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people are more prone to jealousy than others. Also, the similarity of 

partners seems to be more important than complementarity of personal 

characteristics. In addition, past experience of each of the partners, 

involving both childhood and previous relationships, and their 

attachment styles all affect the course of a romantic relationship. 

Context of Romantic Relationships 

Date Selection 

What kinds of people are attracted to one another? As discussed 

below, similarity plays a role (Byrne, 1971). People tend to become 

romantically involved with others who are similar on various dimensions. 

According to Whitbeck and Hoyt (1994), college students today date 

people who are even more similar to themselves, compared to three or 

four decades ago. The authors found that students on campus date 

others who live nearby, and who are of a similar social status. For 

example, both students may be members of a Greek organization. 

Whitbeck and Hoyt reported that college campuses have more rigorous 

barriers around their social organizations than they did in the fifties, 

possibly due to a more even ratio of men to women. In earlier years, men 

may have had to date outside their social circles because of a shortage of 

females in colleges. Now that more females are present, the college social 
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groups do not have as large a need to communicate with people outside 

the group. 

Much of the literature stresses the fact that people seek physically 

attractive partners. Glick (1985) and Snyder, Berscheid, and Glick 

(1985) found that people who are high self-monitors find physical 

attractiveness in a mate more important than do low self-monitors. The 

low self-monitors seek out interior personal attributes, such as being 

open, sociable and a good listener. The high self-monitors reported that 

they would seek out highly physically attractive people, even if such 

people had a tendency to be moody, and were more concerned with self 

rather than others. A contradictory finding was reported by Shaffer and 

Bazzini (1997). They asked college students, who were pretested on self-

monitoring, to rate photographs and personality descriptions of people 

on attractiveness and dateworthiness. They found that self-monitoring 

did not affect the weight participants put on the attractiveness of the 

photographs. They did find that women put more emphasis on 

personality characteristics than men, and that women put less emphasis 

on attractiveness than men. Women ranked personality and physical 

attractiveness about equally, whereas men put much more weight on 

attractiveness than on personality characteristics. In conclusion, men 

may form relationships with women who are highly attractive to them. 
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and women may seek out men who are both attractive and have a good 

personality. 

In support of the notion that physical attractiveness is only part -

not most - of what women look for in a mate, Sprecher and Duck (1994) 

studied communication and its effect on relationship formation. They 

arranged for participants to meet, and found that communication of a 

first impression affected the female's attractiveness to the other person, 

and the desire to see the potential date partner again. This finding held 

true for both friendships and for romantic relationships. The 

communication manifested by a potential partner would most likely 

reflect the personality and intelligence of the person more than it would 

reflect attractiveness. These results emphasize the importance of the 

partner's personality for a woman. 

Although similarity in fact tends to be attractive to people, when 

participants were asked what attracted them most to their last partner, 

they reported that someone different from themselves was more 

attractive than someone similar (Felmlee, 1995). These fun, exciting 

relationships tended to be short-lived, and people tend to seek out 

partners who are similar to themselves for a lifetime mate (Byrne, 1971; 

Felmlee, 1995). The very traits that attracted people most to their 

different and exciting partner were the irritating aspects of the 

relationship which may have caused the breakup. Therefore, date 
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selection differs depending on the type of date sought: Short-term, fun 

partners are appealing when they are physically attractive, spontaneous, 

different from their partner, and entertaining. Long-term mates are 

attractive when they are intelligent and share similarities with their 

partner. Although physical attractiveness adds to the appeal of any 

partner, it matters less when a long-term partner is sought. 

Romantic relationships are affected by numerous events. Similar 

beliefs, values, and personality characteristics all contribute to gratifying 

relationships that endure (Byrne, 1971). Kaplan and Anderson (1973) 

cited need satisfaction, competence, physical attractiveness and 

proximity as some variables that facilitate a close relationship. 

Jealousy 

Melamed (1991) cited jealously as a major factor affecting 

relationship satisfaction and security. Jealousy can foster feelings and 

actions which can result in marital abuse (Barnett, Martinez, 8& 

Bluestein, 1995), and it is negatively correlated with marital satisfaction. 

Therefore, it would be beneficial to reduce jealousy whenever possible. 

Relationships suffered the most from jealousy if one partner felt insecure 

about the future of the union. Jealous lovers were those who lacked self-

esteem, exhibited neuroticism, dependence, insecurity, and were 

dissatisfied with life. In addition, they possessed malevolent attitudes 
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toward the world. Jealous lovers do seem to share some of these 

characteristics with pessimists. For example, pessimism has been 

correlated with neuroticism and negative emotional states (Marshall et 

al., 1992). Therefore, many pessimistic lovers may also experience a 

significant amount of jealousy as well. 

White (1981) proposed a theory of jealousy: A state that involves 

cognitive, affective and behavioral components. These components are 

initiated by a relationship loss, or an expected relationship loss, which 

leads to a reduction or loss of relationship rewards and lowers self-

esteem. One relationship reward is the opportunity to be close to 

another person; thus loneliness may result from a loss of such a reward. 

This theory was tested by Mathes, Adams, and Davies (1985), who 

hypothesized that the loss of self-esteem would be a bigger factor if the 

relationship loss occurred because of volitional acts of the partner as 

compared to losses due to non-volitional causes. Thus, losses due to 

rejection (one partner falls out of love), a rival (one partner leaves the 

other for another partner), or the partner's destiny (one partner accepts a 

job in another geographic location) should cause more damage to self-

esteem than losses due to fate (one partner was killed in a car accident). 

The results showed that a loss of a relationship due to fate caused 

significantly less loss of self-esteem than in the other situations, but it 

did cause a significant loss in self-esteem compared to no loss at all. 
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Jealous feelings, however, were high in the destiny, rejection, and rival 

conditions; the jealousy was at its highest in the rival condition. 

The different attachment styles, as described below (e.g., anxious, 

avoidant, and secure styles), may determine how a partner handles 

jealousy in a relationship (Radecki-Bush, Farrell, 8B Bush, 1993; 

Sharpsteen 8B Kirkpatrick, 1997). When partners who possess an 

anxious attachment style experience romantic jealousy, they hold their 

anger inside, coping with conflict inefficiently, which can be detrimental 

to the relationship. Avoidant people tend to throw a significant amount 

of blame toward their partner, which also causes relationship problems. 

Partners secure in their attachment style tend to have more success 

maintaining their relationship during a jealous situation because they 

express their anger toward their partner and attempt to resolve the 

problem rather than stew and blame their partner. 

Sinclair and McCluskey (1996) also found support for the notion 

that attachment style affects jealousy. They studied several invasive 

behaviors, including jealousy and anxious-following of the partner. They 

found that women were more likely to participate in this invasive 

behavior, and that the behaviors were related to the woman's attachment 

style and communication in the relationship. 

In addition to attachment style, emotional dependence on the 

partner also affects jealousy. Buunk (1995) found that people more 
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emotionally dependent on their partner exhibited higher levels of three 

jealous responses, betrayal-anger, disappointment, and self-doubt. 

Another behavior that may be considered invasive is proximity-

seeking. When partners feel threatened, they may attempt to keep their 

partner closer to themselves. Sharpsteen (1995) found that men who 

sensed a threat to their relationship increased their participation in 

proximity-seeking. Threats to their self-esteem as such did not cause 

this reaction. Either type of threat caused proximity-seeking in women, 

but both types of threat occurring simultaneously did not cause a 

significant increase in proximity-seeking. In sum, jealousy can be 

problematic in maintaining a relationship, but possessing a secure 

attachment style can help resolve any potential difficulties that jealousy 

may cause. 

Past Experience 

Events people have experienced during childhood and during 

previous relationships may affect the current relationship. Previous 

relationships do affect people emotionally and cognitively. Wegner and 

Gold (1995) found that if people attempted to suppress thoughts of their 

old flames, they thought aloud more about them later, and their skin 

conductance level increased. If people were able to think aloud about 

their old flames, whether they were still in love or not, their skin 
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conductance level still increased at a later time, even though they did not 

have as much of a need to think aloud about the relationship anymore. 

Therefore, past relationships can continually affect the current 

relationship. If one thinks aloud about them, the current partner will 

undoubtedly feel uncomfortable or angry. If one suppresses those 

thoughts, they turn up later, still able to negatively affect the current 

relationship, even if the old flame is a "cold flame" (Wegner 8B Gold, 

1995). 

Billingham and Gilbert (1990) studied violence in relationships and 

reported that men who grew up in divorced families manifested more 

aggression in their current relationships. The reason is not certain; it is 

possible that these men seek out violent partners; it is also possible that 

their perceptions of a healthy relationship are inaccurate. Billingham 

and Gilbert stated that men show more negative effects of the divorce in 

their current relationship than do women, especially in conflict 

resolution. Another explanation of this phenomenon is that a generation 

ago, children of divorce generally lived with their mothers, and boys did 

not have a male role model to learn how to solve problems. 

Carnelley, Pietromonaco, and Jaffe (1994) studied several life 

experiences which affected romantic relationships. They found that the 

mother was a strikingly important factor in women's relationship 

functioning. Women who reported having fewer positive childhood 
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experiences with their mothers became more insecure in their adult 

relationships. These women also reported having a controlling mother. 

Their conflict resolution was characterized by avoidance and 

preoccupation. A similar result was found for women who reported fewer 

positive childhood experiences with their fathers. Women who had 

controlling fathers were characterized by greater avoidance in their 

relationships. Carnelley and her colleagues also found that depression 

contributed to relationship difficulties. Women who suffered from 

depression also reported fewer positive childhood experiences. Their 

biggest finding, though (discussed below), was that attachment was the 

best predictor of relationship functioning. 

Attachment 

Attachment style also has an impact on romantic relationships 

(Bartholomew, 1990; Brennan 8B Shaver, 1995; Hazan 8B Shaver, 1987). 

People secure in their attachment style experienced satisfying 

relationships and were able to develop trust with the relationship 

partner, who was also considered a friend. Partners who were avoidant, 

also termed anxious-avoidant, had difficulty committing to a 

relationship, and were not as likely to accept their lover's faults. 

Avoidant people were independent as babies and avoided their mothers. 

These people are also called dismissing. They do not constantly crave 
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attention and occasionally prefer to have extended periods of time alone. 

They also did not receive much affection from the mother while growing 

up. When these anxious-avoidant babies were distressed, a stranger 

could comfort them as effectively as the mother (Ainsworth, 1985; 

Ainsworth, Bell, 8B Stayton, 1971; Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, 8B Wall, 

1978). 

Hazan and Shaver (1987) indicated that anxious-ambivalent (or 

preoccupied) partners were jealous and tried to move too quickly toward 

commitment in the relationship. According to Ainsworth, these people 

were inconsistent in their feelings during childhood, and desired to have 

their mothers close by, but when the mother approached, the child 

continued to show anxiety. They constantly sought contact with their 

mother, but then resisted the mother's attempts at contact (Ainsworth et 

al., 1978; Ainsworth et al., 1971). The mothers of these children were 

inconsistent in their treatment of the child, sometimes being loving, and 

at other times, ignoring the baby. 

A fourth attachment style was outlined by Bartholomew and 

Horowitz (1991). The anxious-avoidant attachment style was divided into 

two parts: dismissive and fearful. Dismissives are avoidants who are 

uncomfortable being close to others, but not because they are afraid of 

being close; they deny their need to be close to others (Bartholomew, 

1990). Fearful people are uncomfortable being close to others because 
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they are afraid to share too much with one other person. Bartholomew 

stated that these people still feel a need to be close to others, but they 

fear the consequences of that closeness. She agreed with Hazan and 

Shaver that early attachment to a caregiver can greatly affect intimacy in 

adulthood (1990). 

Carver (1997) studied various measures of attachment and used 

the existing scales (Collins 8B Read, 1990; Hazan 8B Shaver, 1987; 

Simpson, 1990) to create one which he believed to be stronger. Hazan 

and Shaver's scale includes only one item per attachment style, and 

Carver wished to develop a more reliable scale. Carver's measure 

includes Hazan and Shaver's attachment styles (security, ambivalence, 

and avoidance), but the ambivalence attachment style is divided into two 

factors: Merger, or the desire to be close, which is possessed by the 

anxious-ambivalent person, and worry, which represents the anxious-

ambivalent person's fear of being abandoned. The new scale was used in 

the present research. 

Senchak and Leonard (1992) studied attachment and its effect on 

relationships by having married couples complete Hazan and Shaver's 

(1987) single-item measure on attachment styles, along with other scales 

that measure marital satisfaction and intimacy. They found a trend for 

similarity in the attachment styles of the partners. Insecure people were 

more likely to have insecure spouses rather than secure spouses, and 
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secure people were more likely to have secure spouses rather than 

insecure spouses. Also, Senchak and Leonard found that marriages in 

which both partners manifested a secure attachment style yielded more 

satisfaction than marriages in which one or both partners possessed an 

insecure attachment style. 

Latty-Mann (1991) outlined four types of partners based on 

attachment style. The four types include the secure partner, who is 

comfortable being close to the partner and enjoys the partner's 

willingness to desire closeness as well. This person is not afraid to show 

affection for the partner. The preoccupied partner is obsessed with the 

whereabouts of his or her partner, and showers an incredible amount of 

attention on his or her partner, which can be tolerable in small doses. 

The avoidant partner is uncomfortable being too close to his or her 

partner. This person also becomes uncomfortable if the partner attempts 

to develop too much closeness. The avoidant person may not allow 

himself or herself to become dependent on the partner. The ambivalent 

partner keeps his or her lover guessing as to whether or not the 

relationship is going well. This person will give mixed signals, at one 

point acting completely in love, and at another, acting as if the 

relationship were nonexistent. Latty-Mann and Davis (1996) found that 

people preferred secure partners over other types of partners. The 

preoccupied partner is the second-most desirable partner, the avoidant 
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partner is the third most desirable, and the ambivalent partner is the 

least desirable. Latty-Mann and Davis did find that in actuality, 

everyone does not have secure partners. The more insecure a person is, 

the more likely that person will be with an insecure partner. This 

research supports the notion that early attachment styles do, in fact, 

affect future romantic relationships. In addition, Carnelley, 

Pietromonaco, and Jaffe (1994) cited attachment style as the single most 

important predictor of relationship functioning. 

Personality Traits 

Neuroticism and psychoticism are gp_od predictors of marital 

^dissatisfaction (Eysenck, 1970; Russell 8B Wells, 1994). The more 

neurotic or psychotic a spouse tends to be, the less likely the 

relationship will last. Neurotic individuals also tend to be introverted 

rather than extraverted, and extraversion h a s ^ e e ^ correlated with 

happiness and optimism. In addition, Darvill and Johnson (1991) found 

that people high on neuroticism were less optimistic about positive 

events and more pessimistic concerning negative events. Hence, it may 

be possible to conclude that optimism contributes to relationship 

success, which is defined as_a_happy, lasting relationship. 

>A Fowers, Lyons, and Montel (1996) found that people's marital 

satisfaction.scores were related to their partner's optimism or pessimism 
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scores more so than to their own scores. Although this result was 

unexpected, it makes sense. Fowers et al. mentioned that the 

participants exhibited more marital satisfaction than the general 

population. People who are unhappy in their marriage would probably 

not consent to participate in a study concerning their relationship. 

Therefore, the participants in this study were probably unlikely to leave 

their partners in the near future. However, they may have been more 

certain that their partner would not leave the relationship if the partner 

was optimistic. 

In addition, Fowers et al. (1996) indicated that people with positive 

views of their marriage have more satisfying marriages. People who are 

optimistic tend to have more positive views about most aspects of their 

lives, so optimism may be related to relationship satisfaction to an 

extent. Fowers et al. also stated that some of these positive views may be 

unrealistic. For example, Heaton and Albrecht (1991) found that three-

fourths of the people they surveyed indicated that they would not 

divorce. This is inconsistent with reality, since about half of all 

marriages end in divorce. This result is evidence for the argument that 

relationship satisfaction and optimism are correlated. Couples who are 

not having serious problems tend to be optimistic about their future 

together. More support for this argument of perceived superiority of 

one's own relationship comes from Van Lange and Rusbult (1995). They 
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found that people viewed their relationships as overly positive; more 

specifically, they listed more positive thoughts and fewer negative 

thoughts about their own relationships, when compared to their views of 

other people's relationships. Therefore, not only do people indicate that 

they will beat the odds and stay together, they are also more optimistic 

about their own future together than the futures of the relationships of 

others in their social circle. 

Similarity of Partners 

Similarity, as mentioned above, may affect romantic relationships. 

According to Byrne (1971), people who are similar may be more 

attracted to one another, as heard in the adage, "birds of a feather flock 

together." Are couples congruent on their values and beliefs? Ferguson 

and Allen (1978) found that married couples with children were more 

satisfied in their relationships if their views concerning their children 

were similar. In addition, the couples also showed more marital 

satisfaction when they perceived themselves as similar to each other. If 

parents saw their child as well-adjusted, there was a higher tendency for 

the parents to agree on the characteristics their child possessed. A well-

adjusted child also led to the congruence of the parents ' views of their 

spouses, in addition to contributing to the satisfaction of the marriage. 
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How similar are couples in general? Dating couples become less 

similar over time (Melamed, 1994). They believe they are similar when 

they first meet, then they begin to realize what their differences are. 

Couples who are cohabiting or couples who are married show a trend to 

become more similar over time, but this trend is not significant. Dyadic 

adjustment is met with most success when couples share similar gender-

related attitudes (Aube 8B Koestner, 1995). It is unclear in the literature 

whether couples possess the similar attitudes when they are acquainted, 

or if their attitudes become more similar as they adjust to one another. 

Maintaining similar gender-related attitudes in a relationship may 

eliminate some major sources of conflict. For example, among couples 

who disagree on issues such as household care, conflict will arise 

continually, as such work will need to be completed daily. Aube and 

Koestner found these gender-related attitudes to have more of an effect 

on the relationship than other gender-related traits, behaviors, and 

interests. 

Although similarity may correlate with marital and relationship 

satisfaction, it may not be the most important factor in assuring 

happiness in a relationship. Crohan (1992) stated that similarity may 

contribute to satisfaction, but in conflict situations, the content of the 

beliefs that partners held was a bigger factor for success in a relationship 

than whether or not the beliefs were similar. If a partner's argument was 
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agreeable and made sense to the other, chances were better that they 

could resolve the conflict than if their beliefs were merely similar. A 

simple perception of similarity in a partner may improve a relation and 

aid in its duration (Acitelli, Douvan, 8B Veroff, 1993; Parks 8B Adelman, 

1983). Even if the partners are not completely similar, if they believe 

they are similar, they may have a more satisfying relationship. In 

addition, partners tend to believe that they are more similar than they 

actually are. 

Satisfied and Troubled Relationships 

Relationship Satisfaction 

The satisfaction experienced by relationship partners is affected by 

a number of variables. Passionate love, intimacy, commitment, and self-

disclosure are factors contributing to relationship satisfaction (Hendrick, 

1981; Hendrick, Hendrick, 86 Adler, 1988). Frazier and Esterly (1990) 

found that partners who experienced more relationship satisfaction 

scored higher on the love styles of Eros (passionate love) and Agape 

(selfless love) and lower on Ludus (game-playing love). This was 

consistent for both men and women. In addition, satisfied men were less 

pragmatic, or practical, and women who scored higher on Mania 

(obsessive love) were more satisfied. Other variables found to be 

associated with greater relationship satisfaction were emotional 
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dependence on the relationship and less economic dependence. Lengthy 

of the relationship was positively correlated with relationship 

satisfaction; however, age was not a significant factor. 

Another variable important in relationship satisfaction is trust 

(Rempel, Holmes, 8B Zanna, 1985). Trust is comprised of several 

elements, the most important of which is faith. They found that faith, 

which is defined as "the belief that one's partner will act in loving and 

caring ways whatever the future holds" (p. 109), was the variable most 

strongly correlated with happiness, love, and intrinsic motivation in a 

romantic relationship. The two other elements were dependability and 

predictability. Rempel and his colleagues found that the three aspects of 

faith were intercorrelated for women, but only faith and dependability 

were correlated for the men. It is possible that women's perceptions of 

faith in the relationship are demonstrated by the men's predictable and 

dependable behaviors, and the same may not hold true for the men's 

interpretation of faith. 

A key point of a satisfying, lasting relationship is communication, 

according to Parks and Adelman (1983). People are less likely to break 

up if they experience communication on several different levels. 

Communication with the partner is of utmost importance, but even 

communication with the partners' family and friends made a difference 

in the duration of relationships. Support from the partners' family and 
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friends affected the relationship positively as well. In this situation, 

communication from any source was beneficial to the relationship. As 

discussed below, dealing with conflict contributes to relationship 

satisfaction (Noller, Feeney, Bonnell, 8B Callan, 1994). Avoiding conflict 

and dodging opportunities for communication, even when the 

communication may be not entirely positive, hur ts a relationship, 

especially after the relationship becomes serious. Communication tends 

to be important to women at all stages of the relationship; men may not 

be as affected by a lack of communication before marriage. Men do 

develop a need for communication in order to be satisfied in their 

relationship after an extended period of time with one partner. 

Communication thus becomes more important to men over time. 

Aron and Henkemeyer (1995) used marital satisfaction, passionate 

love (defined as quality of sex), and six other relationship-relevant 

variables which included global happiness, relationship excitement, 

relationship boredom, sex-minus-arguments frequency, amount of 

shared activities, and frequency of kissing in a correlational analysis. 

They found that marital satisfaction and passionate love were correlated, 

but only significantly for the women in marital relationships. Marital 

satisfaction was correlated with the other six relationship variables for 

men, but passionate love was not correlated with any of the six 

relationship variables for men or for women. Sexual satisfaction was 
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also determined to be important in relationships by Henderson-King and 

Veroff (1994). It is important for women as well as men, although the 

level of importance differs among genders and races. Marital equity 

correlated with sexual satisfaction and marital satisfaction as well. Aron 

and Henkemeyer (1995) concluded that women may associate romance 

with marriage, and men may assume that marriage ends romance. 

Therefore, men may believe that romance can only be found in 

extramarital affairs. Relationship satisfaction may be detrimentally 

affected by the fact that men and women expect different needs to be 

fulfilled by the marriage relationship. 

Measuring Relationship Satisfaction 

Relationship satisfaction has been measured in several different 

ways. Frazier and Esterly (1990) created four items addressing 

closeness, commitment, importance, and satisfaction of the relationship, 

answered on a five-point Likert scale. Questionnaires are the most 

common form of measuring relationship satisfaction. These include the 

Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 1976) and a short questionnaire 

inquiring about marital quality developed by Russell and Wells (1992). 

The scale to be used in the present study is a seven-item scale developed 

by Hendrick (1988) called the Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS). 

Samples of items include "How well does your partner meet your needs," 
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and "How many problems are there in your relationship?" Responses are 

on a five-point scale, ranging from low satisfaction to high satisfaction. 

This scale is a good predictor of couples staying together or splitting up 

(Hendrick, 1988). In addition, it is short and easy to administer. 

Relationship Conflict 

Braiker and Kelley (1979) defined several types of conflict that are 

evident in close relationships. Intrapersonal conflict is conflict which 

manifests itself inside a person, possibly having to do with his or her own 

personal goals or with trying to decide which course of action to take. 

Structural interpersonal conflict is a difference in the preferences of two 

people. In this case, a couple's activities may not satisfy one or both 

partners. This kind of conflict can lead to dynamic interpersonal conflict, 

which is open conflict. 

There are several ways to deal with relationship conflict. Prager 

(1991) hypothesized that people at different levels of intimacy may react 

to conflict differently, either in a cognitive, affective, or coercive way. The 

cognitive conflict management style involves gathering information, 

giving reasons, and planning solutions. The affective conflict 

management style includes changing the subject, discussing one's own 

good behavior, appealing to fairness, each other's motives, and to the 

love of the other. The coercive conflict management style involves power 
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plays, rejections, and attacks. In Prager's research, the more intimacy a 

partner felt in the relationship, the more cognitive the reaction was. 

Women who were pseudointimate reacted cognitively to conflict as well. 

Preintimate couples were more affective in their conflict management, 

and merger couples (one partner dominates the other) were more coercive 

in their conflict management. All in all, couples who did deal with 

conflict manifested more relationship satisfaction than couples who 

avoided conflict (Noller et al., 1994). Manipulation, coercion, and making 

demands did not yield successful conflict resolution. Couples who have 

difficulty with conflict resolution may eventually improve their 

relationship satisfaction if they attempt to ameliorate their 

communication skills and curtail their jealousy of one another (Boisvert, 

Ladoceur, Beaudry, 8B Freeston, 1995). 

Other cognitive differences may contribute to relationship conflict. 

Sensitivity to social rejection is a variable which may cause people to 

expect, readily perceive, and overreact to social rejection (Downey 8B 

Feldman, 1996). If partners are sensitive to rejection in intimacy, they 

may perceive rejection in a situation where their mate demonstrates 

ambiguous behaviors. Rejection-sensitive people and their partners tend 

to be dissatisfied with their relationships, since conflict is difficult to 

resolve when at least one partner is misinterpreting certain behaviors as 

with rejection. 
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The legitimacy of the interest in the source of the conflict affects 

the reactions as well (Klein 8B Lamm, 1996). Partners who have a 

personal interest in the subject are more self-expressive and willing to 

work on conflict resolution. In addition, Klein and Lamm also stated that 

people who believe that the source of conflict is important to their 

partner are willing to attempt conflict resolution, but these people tend to 

listen more than they self-express. 

Rahim (1983a) defined several styles of conflict resolution to help 

organizations assign people to tasks. The five conflict resolution styles 

are integrating, dominating, obliging, avoiding, and compromising, and 

are described in more depth in Chapter III. Certain styles of conflict 

resolution work better than others depending on the task. For example, 

a task which needs to be completed quickly and leaves no time for 

discussion will be led more successfully by someone possessing a 

dominating conflict resolution style. A task spawning consequences 

which will affect a great number of people for a long time may best be led 

by someone with an integrating approach to conflict resolution so many 

solutions can be generated, and the group can agree upon the best one. 

Rahim (1983a) developed the Rahim Organizational Conflict Inventory -

II (ROCI-II) to test for different conflict styles among people. Rahim 

reported that the measure has been used with success for romantic 

relationships. 
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Conflict. Relationships, and Gender 

According to Gottman and Levenson (1988), men and women react 

differently to conflict. Women tend to be more engaging in conflict, or 

more willing to deal with the problem, whereas men tend to be more 

avoiding. Since it is possible that optimists may be more engaging in 

conflict and pessimists more avoiding, relationships may be more 

successful in terms of resolving difficulties and staying together if the 

optimist is a woman and the pessimist is a man. In a relationship, 

women typically tend to be more emotional, and men tend to be more 

task-oriented (Hendrick 8B Hendrick, 1983). Also, because women tend 

to be emotional, they expect men to be emotional, and because men tend 

to be task-oriented, they expect women to be task-oriented too. Both of 

these expectations clash with how men and women are typically raised 

(Wills, Weiss, 8B Patterson, 1974). In addition, women appear to feel 

more extreme emotions than men (Diener, 1995). These emotions can 

facilitate conflict resolution because a woman will be even more 

ambitious in her desire for the relationship to succeed. Therefore, if 

women prefer to be engaging while in a conflict situation, not only are 

they asking their partner (who may very likely prefer to avoid the conflict) 

to engage in the conflict, but they will be engaging in a different way than 

their male counterpart. 
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Do married couples tend to use causal attributions during their 

conflicts? In particular, do the spouses attribute blame to each other for 

their problems? The answer to that question differs depending on the 

gender of the spouse and the satisfaction of the marriage (Holtzworth-

Munroe 8B Jacobsen, 1985). If the relationships were unsatisfying, the 

husbands tended to use more causal attributions than did the husbands 

who were enjoying satisfying relationships. Wives, however, did not differ 

in their attributions regardless of level of marital satisfaction. Among 

both men and women, behaviors that yielded negative consequences 

elicited more causal attributions than behaviors that resulted in a 

positive outcome. 

Gender affects relationships in other ways as well. Traditional or 

modern gender roles make a difference in relational decision-making 

style and satisfaction. According to Voelz (1985), modern men can be 

happy with either traditional or modern women, whereas traditional men 

would only be happy with traditional women. Traditional women can be 

satisfied with traditional or modern men, but modern women would be 

highly unsatisfied with traditional men. Traditional men and modern 

women seemed to be less flexible in the gender roles expected of their 

partners. Therefore, a traditional male and a modern female would 

probably not be happy with each other. 
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In married couples, the two people tend to adopt certain gender 

roles. Barnes and Buss (1985) found that women were more coercive 

and manipulative in the relationship than men. Examples included 

crying to get their way, persuading their male partner to do something 

against his will, telling him what to buy, and curtailing communication 

when they were upset. Women were also more communal, as exemplified 

by cooking dinner for the family and the family's guests, keeping in touch 

with friends, and making minor sacrifices to help a group get along 

better. Women also wore more seductive attire than men. The men, 

according to Barnes and Buss, took more initiative in the relationship by 

initiating sex, initiating conversation with strangers, and helping 

strangers and friends. Hendrick, Hendrick, Slapion-Foote and Foote 

(1985) also found gender differences in the relationship roles concerning 

sex. They found that females tended to be more responsible in birth 

control, and men exhibited more permissiveness and instrumentality in 

the sexual relationship. Although their work focused on sexual 

attitudes, their results lend support to the work of Barnes and Buss 

(1985), who found that the women did the cooking when a group visited 

the household. Women also made more sacrifices than the men, 

suggesting more responsibility on the part of the women. The men 

initiated more activity in the relationship, showing a tendency toward 

power-oriented attitudes and behavior. 
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Love 

Lee's Typology of Love 

There is no one accurate definition of love, and several theorists 

describe love in different ways. For example, Lee's (1973) theory outlines 

six love styles, and people may exhibit any number of them. Eros is 

passionate love; Ludus is game-playing love; Storge is friendship love; 

Pragma is practical love; Mania is obsessive love; and Agape is selfless 

love. Eros, Ludus, and Storge are primary types of love, and Pragma, 

Mania, and Agape are secondary types of love, each a combination of the 

primary styles. Pragma is a combination of Ludus and Storge, Mania is a 

combination of Eros and Ludus, and Agape is a combination of Eros and 

Storge. Hendrick and Hendrick (1986) created the Love Attitudes Scale 

to measure the six styles of love in relationship partners. 

This tool has been used in research to determine which kinds of 

people are most satisfied with each other. Morrow, Brock, and Clark 

(1995) found that people were most satisfied in relationships where Eros 

and Agape were evident. Ludus correlated negatively with relationship 

satisfaction. In addition, most couples' love styles matched to some 

extent, with the exception of Ludus and Mania. Partners who displayed 

Ludus or Mania love styles tended not to be in relationships with other 

Ludic or Manic partners. 
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In another use of the scale, Taraban and Hendrick (1995) created 

descriptions of people who manifested each of the six love styles. They 

had subjects generate personality traits describing those people, and 

then asked other subjects to rate the importance of each of the various 

traits that described the six different love styles. They found that 

distinctive personality traits were associated with each love style, 

suggesting that love may be perceived differently depending on the love 

attitude possessed by the perceiver as well as the love attitude of the 

target person. These love styles have been widely used in relationship 

research. Eros, or passionate love, is often possessed by people in 

strong, happy relationships, and Ludus is often associated with negative 

aspects of relationships. Love styles are useful for defining the type of 

love experienced by the two partners in a romantic relationship. 

Sternberg's Triangular Theory of Love 

As another example, Sternberg (1986) proposed the Triangular 

Theory of Love. Eight types of love are made up of three prototypes: 

intimacy is an emotional closeness between two people, commitment 

involves a decision to be with a particular person, and passion involves 

physiological arousal. The eight types of love are as follows: People 

experiencing nonlove are low on all three aspects. Liking is high in 

intimacy, but low in passion and commitment. Infatuation is high in 
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passion, but low in intimacy and commitment. Empty love is high in 

commitment, but low in intimacy and passion. Romantic love is high in 

intimacy and passion, but low in commitment. Companionate love is 

high in intimacy and commitment, but low in passion. Fatuous love is 

high in passion and commitment and low in intimacy. Consummate love 

is high in all three aspects. Sternberg (1988) developed the Triangular 

Love Scale (STLS) to measure intimacy, passion and commitment. 

Acker and Davis (1992) measured the three components of the 

Triangular Theory of Love by having participants complete behavioral 

items concerning the three concepts, a satisfaction scale, the STLS, and 

several other love scales. They found considerable item overlap within 

the STLS, and deleted items which did not load highly on their respective 

factors. The authors then used the stronger version of the STLS to test 

their hypotheses. Acker and Davis found that commitment increases as 

the stage of the relationship advances. This result may seem to be 

common sense, but Acker and Davis claimed that the responses to items 

in the commitment section of the STLS could yield high scores in most 

relationship stages. Passion tends to be high in the beginning of a 

relationship, and then it plateaus and declines, especially in women, as 

the relationship progresses. Scores on intimacy were inconsistent 

depending on relationship length, but there was an indication of an 

increase as the relationship became more serious. 
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Love has not previously been associated with optimism in 

research, and it was included in this research in order to determine the 

relation between love and optimism in close relationships. 

The previous topics were included in the review of the literature in 

order to establish a research history of romantic relationships and to 

determine what variables affect relationships. This review provides the 

context for the current line of research and serves to provide some 

explanation for many of the exploratory items studied in the following 

experiments. 

Optimism and Relationship Research 

An optimistic outlook on life ha^jiot previouslybeen studied with 

respect to relationships. There are a few studies in the literature which 

have focused on an optimistic outlook only on the relationship in 

particular, rather than an optimistic outlook on life as a personal 

characteristic. Carnelley and Janoff-Bulman (1992) found that people's 

optimism about close relationships could be focused on marriage or on 

future romantic relationships. The optimism concerning future 

relationships was based on the person's own relationship, and the 

optimism about marriage was based on the marriage of the person's 

parents. The optimism about relationships did change as people grew 

older, since new experiences were added to their views. Only attachment 
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was associated with both types of optimism. The anxious-ambivalent 

attachment style negatively affected optimism about marriage and future 

relationships. 

Do positive illusions concerning a love relationship affect the 

quality of a relationship? As discussed above, most relationship partners 

believe that their relationships are above average in quality and will last 

longer than others' relationships. Murray and Holmes (1997) studied 

this phenomenon and found that the partners' views were exaggerated, 

and that the idealism they professed was somewhat unwarranted. The 

feelings one partner reported only weakly matched those of the other 

partner. Although their views may not have been accurate at the time, 

couples with very positive illusions about their relationships manifested 

more stable unions later, possibly due to a self-fulfilling prophecy. They 

also predicted future satisfaction, but highly satisfied couples did not 

necessarily show high positive relationship illusions in the past, meaning 

that, in some cases, their present satisfaction could not have been 

predicted from past positive illusions. 

Fowers, Lyons, and MorLLeL(1996) also studied positive marital 

illusions and found that positive illusions were correlated with marital 

satisfaction. However, they also found that positive illusions were not 

synonymous with optimism, and that these illusions correlated with 

satisfaction more strongly than with optimism. This result only 
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emphasizes more strongly the need for research which ties optimism to 

romantic relationships. 

Why Optimism and Romantic Relationships? 

As discussed in the previous literature review, both optimism and 

romantic relationships have been studied in depth. But there has not 

been a focus on the connection of the two concepts where optimism is 

defined as an optimistic outlook on life, rather than an optimistic 

attitude only toward relationships. It is logical to believe that optimism 

(as an outlook on life) will affect romantic relationships. Optimism, 

relative to pessimism, may help to improve the health of an individual, 

and help patients recover more quickly and fully. In addition, pessimism 

has been correlated with depression. Poor health and depression will 

undoubtedly affect a romantic relationship in a negative way. It has also 

been shown that optimism is, at least to some extent, socially desirable. 

Optimists may have a higher probability of entering into a romantic 

relationship because they may be considered more desirable as 

relationship partners. It is thus possible that optimists may enter into 

more relationships than pessimists because of their desirable personality 

characteristics. 

Relationship partners may be more satisfied if they share many 

similarities. Past research has shown that these similarities may stem 
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from relationship experience, socioeconomic status, and attractiveness. 

It is logical to study optimism as another opportunity for similarity 

among partners. Information on what kind of people fit together best is 

helpful to counselors and to the relationship partners, so that partners 

can better understand each other during conflict. It is also useful to 

people seeking out potential relationship partners to learn what kind of 

person will pay the best "dividends" in terms of future relationship 

satisfaction. 

The remainder of this work contains two studies which examined 

the relation between an optimistic outlook on life and several relationship 

variables. The details, including hypotheses, methodology, results, and 

conclusions, are presented in the following chapters. 
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CHAPTER II 

STUDY I: RATIONALE AND METHOD 

Rationale 

Can the level of optimism possessed by romantic relationship 

partners affect the relationship? This question has not been previously 

explored. Carnelley and Janoff-Bulman (1992) found that people's 

previous relationship experiences affected their optimism about their 

current relationship, but no one has studied an optimistic outlook on life 

as an enduring trait, and the effect of this trait on relationships. 

People who are similar, or who share similar attitudes, may stay 

together for longer periods of time than those who are different from one 

another. Additionally, similar people may have fewer conflicts because 

they already agree on many of the troublesome issues in the relationship. 

When two optimists are together, their natural optimism per se may yield 

happiness individually for each partner, and happy partners may 

stimulate additional happiness in each other. This rationale leads to the 

hypothesis that two optimists will be more successful in a relationship 

than an optimist and a pessimist, or two pessimists. In addition, 

optimistic partners should both be more satisfied with the relationship. 

It is expected that in a relationship, two optimists will experience more 

relationship satisfaction than an optimist and a pessimist. The two 
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optimists will also believe that their relationship will last longer than two 

pessimists will believe their relationship will last. Optimists are similar 

to one another and in their outlook on life, and are happy with their lives 

and their selves. Neither optimist partner suffers from low self-esteem. 

If there are problems in the relationship, the two optimists will enter the 

situation confident that such problems can be resolved. 

People who are opposites may encounter conflict, but if one 

partner is willing to resolve the conflict, it is possible that the other 

partner can be led into conflict resolution as well. Opposites may also 

balance each other out, so that the partners constantly deal with reality 

rather than with a world in which everything appears either black or 

white. This rationale leads to the hypothesis that an optimist and a 

pessimist may be more successful and more satisfied in a relationship 

than two pessimists. These partners may not have as positive a 

relationship as the two optimists, because of the added conflict due to 

their differences, but the optimist can lift the spirits of the pessimist to 

an extent, and the pessimist can bring the optimist down to reality. An 

optimist and a pessimist will thus have a better chance at relationship 

success than the two pessimists, but not as good a chance as the two 

optimists. The pessimist may be depressed more often than the optimist, 

and rely on the optimist to pull him or her out of the depression. The 

optimist may carry the relationship and work hard on trying to resolve 
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conflict. Eventually the optimist may get burned out and give up, and 

the pessimist may experience some guilt feelings, but they will be more 

successful than two pessimists because at least one partner is confident 

that the conflicts can be solved. The relationship may last, but the 

partners may not be as happy as others who are more alike. It is 

expected that the mixed pair will experience more relationship conflict 

than either two optimists or two pessimists, but they will be more willing 

to resolve conflict than the two pessimists. They will thus believe that 

their relationship will last longer than the two pessimists will believe 

their relationship will last, but not as long as the two optimists will 

believe their relationship will last. It is probable, also, that there will be 

more variability in the couple scores of an optimist and a pessimist on 

various measures than for the other pairings. Since optimists may have 

more relationship satisfaction than pessimists, and optimists and 

pessimists tend to differ on personality characteristics such as 

extraversion and neuroticism, it follows that the couple will have greater 

variability on these scores. From this logic comes the hypothesis that 

optimists will have higher relationship satisfaction scores than 

pessimists, regardless of the characteristics of their partners. 

Couples may be more successful in conflict resolution if the 

woman is the optimist and the man is the pessimist. Women feel 

emotions more intensely than men, meaning that women can be happier 
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than men, but also women can be sadder than men (Diener, 1995). 

Although their mean happiness scores may be equal, women's feelings 

are more extreme and men's are more middle-of-the-road. Therefore, an 

optimistic female's happiness will probably be more extreme than her 

mate's negative emotion, facilitating the conflict resolution which the 

woman will be more likely to encourage. Not only do women feel the 

emotions more intensely than men in the relationship and thus may be 

more ambitious in their conflict resolution, but Hendrick (1981) found 

that women tend to take more responsibility for relationship 

maintenance than men. Therefore, women are already more inclined to 

resolve conflict and keep the relationship intact than are men. 

Two pessimists may enjoy each other's company and agree on 

many important issues. The relationship may be satisfying to an extent, 

but episodes of euphoria may be few and far between. The partners may 

simply be content with each other. Two negative people, however, may 

not be willing to deal with conflict resolution tactics; if a problem arises, 

then they may believe that the relationship was probably not meant to 

be. This leads to the hypothesis that two pessimists will have the least 

successful relationship. Two pessimists, although they may get along 

well and have a lot of feelings in common, may not last long together in a 

relationship. When a problem arises, both partners may see the end in 

sight and assume there is no hope. These people may have satisfying 
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relationships because they are so much alike, but their relationships 

may not last because they give up too soon, before they have given each 

other a chance. It is expected that two pessimists can score high on 

relationship satisfaction, but not as high as the two optimists. They will 

also not show much willingness to resolve conflict. In addition, they will 

not be confident in their belief that their relationship will last. 

In sum, the hypotheses are as follows: 

1. Two optimists will have higher relationship satisfaction scores, 

perceive they will be together longer, and have better success at resolving 

certain kinds of conflict than the other combinations of partners. 

2. An optimist and a pessimist will have better success resolving 

certain kinds of conflict than two pessimists. They will perceive that they 

will be together longer than the two pessimists. Their relationship 

satisfaction will be the lowest of the three combinations. 

3. Two pessimists will have higher relationship satisfaction scores 

than an optimist and a pessimist (implied above). They will have the 

least success resolving conflict, and will perceive themselves to be 

together for the shortest amount of time, relative to the other two 

combinations. 

4. In couples that consist of an optimist and a pessimist, partners 

will perceive the relationship to last longer if the woman is the optimist 

and the man is the pessimist, rather than vice-versa. 
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5. In couples that consist of an optimist and a pessimist, there will 

be more variability between the partners' satisfaction scores, the 

perceptions of how long the couple will be together, their styles of conflict 

resolution, and their subjective well-being than there will be for the other 

combinations of partners. Specifically, the optimist will be more 

satisfied, will predict a longer union, exhibit more subjective well-being, 

and report more integrating and compromising conflict styles than the 

pessimist (conflict styles described in Results section). 

6. Considered as individuals, the optimists' scores across all 

couple pairings will be more positive (more satisfied with the relationship 

and predict that the relationship will last longer) than the pessimists' 

scores. 

As detailed in the next section, a number of measures were 

included in the study for exploratory purposes. Although data will be 

reported for these extra measures, no hypotheses were proposed for 

them. 

Method 

Participants 

One hundred sixty-nine couples (married and dating) were solicited 

through their psychology classes at two universities, community 

churches and neighborhoods in five geographic locations. Participants 
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were required to be in a current relationship. The length of time for the 

relationship was not constrained. Participants were recruited through 

the psychology classes of two major universities, various churches, and 

places of business. Specifics concerning the actual sample are detailed 

in Chapter III. 

Materials 

The Life Orientation Test - Revised (LOT-R) (Scheier, Carver, 8B 

Bridges, 1994) is a measure of optimism (see Appendix A). It includes 10 

items, 4 of which are filler items. This scale has demonstrated sufficient 

validity and reliability: Item-scale correlations ranged from .43 to .63, 

Cronbach's alpha was .78, and the correlation for test-retest reliability 

after a twenty-eight month interval was .79. Reliability statistics for the 

present sample include an average inter-item correlation of .40 and a 

Cronbach's standardized alpha of .80. 

The Rahim Organizational Conflict Inventory-II (ROCI-II) (see 

Appendix B) (Rahim, 1983a) is a scale used to assess the level of conflict 

between two people. Rahim created the scale for boss/subordinate 

relationships and for peer relationships, but it has since been used for 

romantic relationships as well (Pistole, 1989). The scale consists of five 

factors, including integrating, avoiding, dominating, obliging, and 

compromising (detailed in Chapter III); the item loadings on each factor 
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have been greater than or equal to .40. Test-retest reliability correlations 

ranged from .60 to .83, and internal consistency reliability alphas ranged 

from .72 to .77. The reliability analysis in the present study included 

average inter-item correlations ranging from .28 to .49, and Cronbach's 

standardized alphas ranging from .70 to .84. 

The Love Relationships Biography (LRB) (Hendrick 8B Hendrick, 

1991) (see Appendix C) is a 16-item inventory which delves into 

participants' current love status and their prior love history. The items 

are not separated into factors, and responses are multiple-choice (see 

Appendix C). Two items were added in order to gain relationship 

information which were not included on the original questionnaire (see 

items 16 and 17 in Appendix C). Married people skipped this 

questionnaire because the content of the items was not appropriate for 

married people. 

The Love Attitudes Scale (LAS) (Hendrick 8B Hendrick, 1986; 1990) 

was originally a 42-item Likert scale which yields a person's profile on six 

love styles (see Appendix D and Love and pp. 51-54). The love styles 

measured are the primary and secondary colors of love outlined by Lee 

(1973). Six factors were extracted, one for each of the love styles, and 

each relevant item had a factor loading of .30 or above. All but five of the 

items loaded .50 or above on their factors. The scale has demonstrated 

reliability, with alpha coefficients above .70 for each factor except Storge, 
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which was .62. Test-retest reliability ranged from .60 to .78 for the 

different love styles. A shorter version of the Love Attitudes Scale, which 

contains only 24 items, was used in this study (Hendrick, Hendrick, 8B 

Dicke, in press). The average inter-item correlations for this scale ranged 

from .27 to .55, and the standardized Cronbach's alphas ranged from .60 

to .83. 

The Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS) (Hendrick, 1988) is a 7-

item Likert scale which measures relationship satisfaction (see Appendix 

E). One factor was extracted, with item-total correlations ranging from 

.57 to .76. The scale has demonstrated reliability as well; Cronbach's 

alpha coefficient for the RAS was .86. Current reliability statistics for 

this sample included an average inter-item correlation of .53 and a 

Cronbach's standardized alpha of .89. Several items were added to the 

end of this scale for the present research in order to gain additional 

information on permanence, investment, esteem, and how likely a 

partner is to attract another mate (see items 8 through 14 in Appendix 

E). These items have been used previously (Hendrick 8B Hendrick, 1991) 

in order to gain similar information. 

The Measure of Attachment Qualities (MAQ) (Carver, 1997) is a 14-

item measure in which participants respond on a 5-alternative Likert-

type scale, ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree (see Appendix 

F). This scale measures attachment in the categories of avoidance. 
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ambivalence-worry (analogous to the fearful category, Bartholomew 8B 

Horowitz, 1991), ambivalence-merger (analogous to the preoccupied 

category, Hazan 8B Shaver, 1987), and security. Sixty-one percent of the 

variance was accounted for by the four factors in the scale. The scale 

also has demonstrated good reliability: Cronbach's alpha ranged from 

.69 to .76, and the test-retest reliability ranged from .61 to .80. The 

current sample yielded average inter-item correlations ranging from .47 

to .65, and Cronbach's alphas of .72 to .85. 

The Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS) (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, 

8B Griffin, 1985) (see Appendix G) was also used for validity purposes, to 

assure that optimism and not happiness acted as the true dependent 

variable. Reliability analyses completed by Pavot and Diener (1993) 

found a Cronbach's alpha of .85 for the Satisfaction With Life Scale. 

Current analyses yielded an average inter-item correlation of .56 and a 

Cronbach's alpha of .87. 

Procedure 

Couples either came together to the lab and completed the survey, 

or they took two questionnaires and Scantron answer forms home, along 

with explicit instructions not to look at their partner's answers or discuss 

the material while they were completing the survey (see Appendix H). 

They returned the survey as soon as it was completed. They were given 
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instructions (either verbal or written) to complete the following measures: 

The Life Orientation Test (LOT) (Scheier 8B Carver, 1994); demographic 

information (see Appendix I); marriage demographics (see Appendix J); 

and relevant items from the Love Relationships Biography (LRB) 

(Hendrick 8B Hendrick, 1991); the Love Attitudes Scale - Short Form 

(LAS) (Hendrick et al., 1997); the Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS) 

(Hendrick, 1988); and the Rahim Organizational Conflict Inventory - II 

(ROCI-II) (Rahim, 1983a); and the Satifaction With Life Scale (SWLS) 

(Diener, Emmons, Larsen, 8B Griffin, 1985). The partners first signed a 

consent form (see Appendix K). Participants were also asked how long 

they predicted their relationship would last, and if they expected it to be 

permanent. These questions were addressed in a section added to the 

RAS (see Appendix E). Married couples answered a marriage 

demographics questionnaire in lieu of the LRB, because the LRB inquired 

about several aspects of love relationships irrelevant to the married 

couples, and it was assumed that many married couples would be 

insulted by some of the items (see Appendices C and J). The 

questionnaires were counterbalanced in six different orders (see 

Appendix L) to reduce experimental confounds. 
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CHAPTER III 

STUDY I: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The Current Sample 

Participant Characteristics 

Of the 169 couples who participated in the study, 67 couples were 

dating, and 102 couples were married. The participants came from five 

geographic areas: Texas (65 couples), the Midwest (Missouri, Illinois, 

and Nebraska) (75 couples), Ohio (24 couples), the East Coast (4 couples) 

and Hawaii (1 couple). The ages of the participants were as follows: 115 

participants were over forty; 51 were between thirty-one and forty; 87 

participants were twenty-three to thirty; and 85 were twenty-two or 

younger. The ethnic distribution of the sample was as follows: 89% of 

the sample was Caucasian, 5% was Hispanic, 3% was African-American, 

1% was Asian, and 2% could not be categorized. 

Of the 102 married couples, 56% had been married more than 

fifteen years, and 78% had been married more than seven years. Eighty-

eight percent had only been married once. Of the 67 dating couples, 38 

had been involved in four or more relationships; only 13% were in their 

first relationship. Only 25% of the dating sample reported living with the 

relationship partner, and 69% predicted that the relationship would last 

forever. Most of the dating sample (90%) claimed to be in love with their 

69 



relationship partner, 72% reported being deeply or very deeply in love, 

and 67% claimed that romance was an important part of their lives. 

Seventy percent of the dating sample reported experiencing love one or 

two times, 2 1 % said that they had been in love three to five times, 5% 

had been in love more than five times, and 5% had never been in love. 

Thirty-two percent reported experiencing a relationship breakup in the 

past year, and 28% reported that their parents had divorced. 

Of the married couples, 23% reported having no children; 17% had 

one child; 32% had two children, 25% had three or four children, and 3% 

had five or more children. In addition, 21% of the married couples 

reported having children age 5 or younger, and 60% of the married 

couples reported having children age 20 or older. Only 15% of married 

couples stated that all their children were age 5 or younger, and 45% 

stated that all their children were age 20 or older. 

Descriptive Statistics 

The grand means, standard deviations, and sample sizes for all of 

the rating measures are given in Tables 3.1 and 3.2. The names of the 

scales or subscales are shown. For measures with multiple subscales, 

the items comprising a given subscale are shown in the column to the 

left of the column of means. Scales were factored with the data collected 
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in the present study, and all scales demonstrated factor structures 

identical to the factor structures established in the existing literature. 

The sample sized varied somewhat from measure to measure. The 

reasons were that a participant's data was excluded from the analyses of 

any one item if that participant skipped that item, and that the 

Satisfaction With Life Scale was added after the first 16 couples had 

completed the study. 

The distributions of the variables suggested that all were suitable 

for inferential statistics. A few of the measures indicated some possibility 

of end effects, since more participants reported optimism than 

pessimism, and most participants manifested high scores on the 

Satisfaction With Life scale, but the standard deviations were reasonable 

for all measures. 

Selection of Optimistic-Pessimistic Couples 

The 338 participants had a mean LOT-R score of 2.73 (on a sale of 

0 to 4) with a standard deviation of .80. LOT-R scores did not differ 

across geographic regions. Males were higher in optimism than their 

female partners, i^ 1,167) = 5.55, p < .02. 

The optimism (LOT-R) scores were computed separately for each 

partner in the 169 couples. Couples were placed in the optimist-optimist 

group if both of the LOT-R scores for the couples fell at or higher than 
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Table 3.1: General Descriptive Statistics for Study I 

Life Orientation Test (Optimism) (LOT-R) 

Relationship Satisfaction (RAS) 

Subjective Weil-Being (SWLS) 

Commitment (Items 11 and 12, 
App. E) 

Self-reported Commitment 

Perceived Level of Partner 's 
Commitment 

Mean 

2.73 

3.31 

2.89 

3.71 

3.68 

SD 

.80 

.52 

.88 

.68 

.69 

N 

338 

338 

319 

337 

337 

Permanence (Items 9 and 10, App. E) 

Perceived Length of 
Current Relationship 

Likelihood of Relationship 
Survival in Six Months 

Esteem (Item 8, App. E) 

Alternative Partner (Items 13 and 14, 
App. E) 

Likelihood of Attracting 
Another Partner 

Likelihood of Partner 
Attracting Another Partner 

Investment (Items 15 and 16, App. E) 

Own Effort Reported 

3.42 

3.68 

3.09 

2.10 

2.53 

1.11 

.89 

.93 

1.39 

1.35 

335 

335 

337 

335 

333 

In Relationship 

Perceived Effort of 
Partner in Relationship 

3.46 

3.43 

.82 

.85 

336 

336 
Scale ranges from 0 to 4, with 0 being the lowest score and 4 being the 
highest. The sample size varies because participants who skipped an 
item were deleted from the analysis of that item. 
Scales are in Appendices A, E, and G. 
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Table 3.2: 
Styles 

Descriptive Statistics for Conflict, Attachment, and Love 

Mean SD N 

Conflict Style 

Integrating 

Dominating 

Compromising 

Avoiding 

Obliging 

Attachment Style 

Secure 

Ambivalent-worry 

Items 

1,4,6,15,28,29,35 

10,11,24,27,31 

9,20,21,26 

3,7,22,23,32,33 

2,12,13,17,25,30 

Items 

12-14 

6-8 

Ambivalent-merger 9-11 

Avoidance 

Love Style 

Eros 

Ludus 

Storge 

Pragma 

Mania 

Agape 

1-5 

Items 

1-4 

5-8 

9-12 

13-16 

17-20 

21-24 

3.30 

2.00 

2.89 

1.98 

2.98 

3.29 

.96 

1.21 

1.36 

3.29 

.99 

2.50 

1.55 

1.53 

2.66 

.82 

.84 

.62 

.95 

.49 

.69 

.97 

.82 

.85 

.66 

.81 

1.06 

.91 

.94 

.90 

338 

338 

338 

338 

338 

335 

337 

337 

338 

337 

336 

338 

338 

337 

338 

The scales range from 0 (lowest score) to 4 (highest score). The sample 
size varies because participants who skipped an item were deleted from 
the analysis of that item. 
Scales are in Appendices B, D, and F. 
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3.10 on a scale of 0 (least optimistic) to 4 (most optimistic). Thirty-two 

couples were placed into this category. Couples were defined as 

optimistic-pessimistic pairs if one partner had an optimism score of 3.10 

or higher and the other partner had a score of 2.50 or lower. Twenty-

nine couples fell into this category, including twenty-one male optimist-

female pessimist couples and eight female optimist-male pessimist 

couples. Twenty-seven couples were placed into the pessimist-pessimist 

category because their scores were less than or equal to 2.50. This 

accounts for 87 couples, a little more than half of the sample, which were 

used in these analyses. Only these couples were used for Hypotheses 1 

through 4 because their scores allowed for reasonable divisions between 

the three couple categories. The entire group of 169 couples was used in 

the analyses of Hypothesis 5 (differences between the optimistic-

pessimistic couples and the rest of the sample) and Hypothesis 6 

(differences between individuals rather than couples). Hypothesis 5 

studied Because the distribution of scores was weighted toward the 

optimistic end, it is necessary to keep in mind that many of the people 

considered pessimists were simply less optimistic than those labeled 

optimists, rather than extremely pessimistic. The scores were divided at 

3.10 and 2.50 to assure adequate power on the analyses. The people 

who aided in the distribution of the questionnaires believed that those 
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who were highly pessimistic were the ones who declined to participate in 

the experiment. There are no analyses that can confirm this observation 

because data could not be collected from those people, but it is a topic 

for possible future research. 

A 2 (gender) X 3 (couple category) analysis of variance was 

performed on the LOT scores as a check on the independent variable. 

The main effect for couple category served as the validation check on the 

partition into the three categories. The main effect was significant, 

i^2,168) = 124.22, p < .0001, indicating that there were significant 

differences among the three groups. There was an interaction of couple 

category with gender, specifically outlining the fact that males in the 

optimist-pessimist category were more optimistic than the females, 

Fl(2,167) = 6.06, p <.007. This result is logical because there were more 

male optimist-female pessimists than female optimist-male pessimists, 

and the males in general were more optimistic than the females. The 

means for males and females for each of the three categories is given in 

Table 3.3. In addition, a Tukey test confirmed that the optimist-optimist 

couples were significantly more optimistic than the optimist-pessimist 

couples, who were, in turn, more optimistic than the pessimist-pessimist 

couples. In each table, matching subscripts next to the means indicate a 
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Table 3.3: Analyses Testing Optimism: Validation Check 
Opt- Opt- Pes- F F 
Opt Pes Pes (couple) (gender) Interaction 

Optimism 

Male 3.52 3.10 1.86 124.22*** 5.909* 6.06** 

Female 3.55 2.46 1.83 .59# .02# .13# 

Mean 3.53a 2.78b 1.85c 

Total Male 

Total Female 

2.87 

2.66 

*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 # Effect Size 
Scale is 0 (lowest score) to 4 (highest score). 
Means with differing subscripts are significantly different from one 
another, according to a Tukey test. 
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significant difference between those means, according to the Tukey test 

(P < .05). 

Another interesting finding was that the older couples were more 

likely to fall into the optimist-optimist category rather than optimist-

pessimist or pessimist-pessimist categories. The pessimist-pessimist 

couples were significantly younger than the couples in the remaining two 

categories, and this result held true for both men [i^2,84) = 9.51, p < 

.001] and women [Fl(2,84) = 11.07, p < .001]. 

Hypotheses 1 to 3 

The first three hypotheses compare the three couple categories on 

relationship satisfaction, perceived future length of the relationship, and 

conflict styles. 

Satisfaction 

It was predicted that the optimist-optimist couples would exhibit 

the highest degree of satisfaction, followed by the pessimist-pessimist 

couples and, finally, the optimist-pessimist couples. A 2 (gender) X 3 

(couple category) analysis of variance was computed, using relationship 

satisfaction as the dependent variable, and couple category and gender 

as the between-subjects independent variables. Results showed a main 

effect of couple category, i^2,168) = 8.91, p < .001, and a Tukey test 
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Table 3.4: Analyses Testing Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3: Satisfaction and 
Perceived Length of Relationship 

Opt- Opt- Pes- F F 
Opt Pes Pes (couple) (gender) Interaction 

Satisfaction 

Male 

Female 

Mean 

Perceived 
Length of 
Relationship 

Male 

Female 

Mean 

3.41 3.48 3.08 8.91*** 

3.45 3.38 2.86 .08# 

3.43a 3.43a 2.97b 

3.43 3.66 3.26 1.59 

3.75 3.34 3.23 

3.59 3.50 3.25 

.725 .46 

.07 .82 

*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 # Effect Size 
Scale is 0 (lowest score) to 4 (highest score). 
Means with differing subscripts are significantly different from one 
another, according to a Tukey test. 

revealed that optimist-optimist couples and optimist-pessimist couples 

exhibited more relationship satisfaction than pessimist-pessimist couples 

(see Table 3.4). Males and females did not differ significantly in the 

satisfaction they reported in their relationships, and the gender X couple 

category interaction was not significant. 
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Perceived Future Length of Relationship 

It was predicted that optimist-optimist couples would predict the 

longest future length of their current relationship, followed by optimist-

pessimist couples, and then by pessimist-pessimist couples. A 2 (gender) 

X 3 (couple category) analysis of variance was calculated, using proposed 

future length of the relationship as the dependent variable, and couple 

category and gender as the between-subjects independent variables. The 

couple category did not affect perceptions of how long their current 

relationship would last, nor did gender (see Table 3.4), but when the 

optimism of the individuals was regressed onto the perceived length of 

the relationship, significance was found (see Hypothesis 6 results). 

Therefore optimism does affect the perceptions of the length of a 

relationship, but the combination of partner optimism scores does not 

significantly affect these perceptions. 

Conflict 

It was predicted that the optimist-optimist couples would 

demonstrate the most success in resolving conflict, followed by the 

optimist-pessimist couples, and then by the pessimist-pessimist couples. 

Five conflict styles are outlined in the Professional Manual designed to 

accompany the Rahim Organizational Conflict Inventoiy-II (Rahim, 

1983b). The integrating conflict style involves the two conflicting 
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individuals working together and communicating to create a novel 

solution which satisfies both individuals. The obliging conflict style 

involves each individual putting the other's interests before his or her 

own. The emphasis is on the similarities rather than the differences 

between the two parties, and one's own concerns are ignored so the other 

can be pleased. The dominating style emphasizes using one's force to 

"win" a conflict whether the procedure is fair or unfair; the other's 

concerns are ignored. The avoiding conflict style involves the individual 

withdrawing from the conflict by postponing the decision, or simply 

handing it off to someone else. This person does not take his or her own 

concern or the concern of the other party into consideration. The 

compromising conflict style involves each party giving in to the other 

party to some extent in order to arrive at a solution that can be agreed 

upon by both parties. Neither party ends up with his or her first choice, 

and neither is defeated. The styles that would most likely lead to success 

in conflict resolution in couples would be the integrating, compromising, 

and obliging styles because, according to Rahim (1983b), these styles are 

best used when a decision is to be made by more than one person, and 

the consequences may have a long-term effect on the parties involved. 

The dominating and avoiding styles are best used when there is no time 

to think about the conflict, a spur-of-the-moment decision needs to be 

made by one person, and consequences only affect the involved parties in 
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the short-term. The means and F-ratios for the five conflict styles are 

shown in Table 3.5. 

The integrating and dominating conflict styles differed most among 

couple categories. Analyses of variance in a 2 (gender) X 3 (couple 

category) design showed main effects for the integrating conflict style, 

i^2,167) = 15.14, p < .001, the dominating conflict style, i^2,167) = 8.11, 

p < .001, the compromising conflict style, i^2,167) = 3.53, p < .03, and 

the avoiding conflict style, i^2,167) = 3.16, p < .05 (see Table 3.5). The 

Tukey post-hoc analyses showed that partners in optimist-optimist 

relationships and optimist-pessimist relationships manifested more 

integration in their conflict styles than partners in the pessimist-

pessimist relationships. The Tukey also revealed that participants 

involved in pessimist-pessimist relationships reported more domination 

in their conflict resolution than participants involved in optimist-optimist 

relationships. In addition, optimist-optimist couples reported more 

compromising than pessimist-pessimist couples, according to the Tukey. 

The means show that the optimist-optimist couples and optimist-

pessimist couples were less likely to possess an avoiding conflict style 

than pessimist-pessimist couples, but these differences were not 

significant. Couple category did not affect obliging conflict styles. 

The only significant interactions involved the integrating conflict 

style, F(2,167) = 3.04, p < .05, and the compromising conflict style. 
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Table 3.5: Analyses Testing Conflict Styles 

Integrating 

Male 

Female 

Mean 

Dominating 

Male 

Female 

Mean 

Obliging 

Male 

Female 

Mean 

Avoiding 

Male 

Female 

Mean 

Compromising 

Male 

Female 

Mean 

Opt-
Opt 

3.27 

3.67 

3.47a 

1.66 

1.76 

1.71a 

3.10 

2.92 

3.01 

2.10 

1.66 

1.88 

2.83 

3.23 

3.03a 

- Opt-
Pes 

3.36 

3.38 

3.37a 

2.01 

1.92 

- Pes-
Pes 

2.99 

3.03 

3.01b 

2.27 

2.33 

1.96ab2.30b 

3.05 

2.89 

2.97 

1.75 

2.00 

1.86 

2.98 

2.84 

2.99 

2.78 

2.89 

2.39 

2.12 

2.26 

2.69 

2.79 

2.91ab2.74b 

F 
(couple) 

15.14*** 

.14# 

8.11*** 

.08# 

.87 

3.16* 

.02# 

3.53* 

.03# 

F 
(gender) 

5.27* 

.02# 

.06 

5.22* 

.02# 

1.30 

2.21 

Interaction 

3.04* 

.06# 

.25 

.03 

2.20 

3.01* 

.05# 

*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 #Effect Size 
Scale is 0 (lowest score) to 4 (highest score). 
Means with differing subscripts are significantly different, according to 
a Tukey test. 
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Table 3.6: Analyses Testing Other Variables 

Opt- Opt- Pes- F 
Opt Pes Pes (couple) (gender) Interaction 

Subjective 
Weil-Being 

Male 

Female 

Mean 

Commitment 

3.33 

3.39 

3.36a 

3.21 1.87 

2.81 2.23 

3.01b 2.05c 

Perceived length of 
Current Relationship 

Male 

Female 

Mean 

3.43 

3.75 

3.59 

3.66 3.26 

3.34 3.23 

3.50 3.25 

45.14*** 

.35# 

Self-reported 
Commitment 

Male 

Female 

Mean 

Perceived level 
of Partner 's 
Commitment 

Male 

Female 

Mean 

Permanence 

3.77 

3.88 

3.83a 

3.77 

3.88 

3.83a 

3.79 3.37 

3.66 3.22 

3.73ab3.30b 

3.79 3.19 

3.86 3.41 

3.83a 3.30b 

8.47*** 

.08# 

10.83*** 

.10# 

1.57 

.031 3.49* 

.07# 

18 ,57 

1.26 19 

.000 1.34 

*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 #Effect Size 
Scale is 0 (lowest score) to 4 (highest score). 
Means with differing subscripts are significantly different, according to a 
Tukey test. 
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Table 3.6: Continued 

Likelihood of 
Relationship 
Survival in 
Six Months 

Male 

Female 

Mean 

Esteem 

Male 

Female 

Mean 

Opt- Opt- Pes-
Opt Pes Pes 

3.74 3.79 3.59 

3.78 3.62 3.54 

3.76 3.71 3.55 

3.55 3.49 2.60 

3.50 2.90 2.37 

3.53a 3.20a 2.50b 

Alternative Par tners 

Likelihood of 
Attracting Another 
Par tner 

Male 

Female 

Mean 

2.47 2.31 2.19 

2.16 2.10 2.15 

2.32 2.21 2.17 

F 
(couple) 

.74 

20.29*** 

.18# 

.16 

F 
(gender) 

.20 

7.30** 

.03# 

.81 

Interaction 

.22 

2.13 

.14 

*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 #Effect Size 
Scale is 0 (lowest score) to 4 (highest score). 
Means with differing subscripts are significantly different, according to a 
Tukey test. 
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Table 3.6: Continued 

Opt- Opt- Pes-
Opt Pes Pes 

F F 
(couple) (gender) Interaction 

Likelihood of 
Partner 
Attracting 
Another Partner 

Male 

Female 

Mean 

Investment 

3.07 2.55 2.81 

2.88 2.59 2.35 

2.98 2.57 2.58 

Own Effort Reported 
In Relationship 

Male 3.33 3.48 3.11 

Female 3.81 3.55 3.22 

Mean 3.57a 3.52a 3.17b 

Perceived Effort of 
Partner in 
Relationship 

Male 

Female 

Mean 

3.43 3.59 3.19 

3.63 3.52 3.22 

3.53a 3.56a 3.21a 

2.00 

3.70* 

.03# 

3.14* 

.02# 

1.12 .56 

3.03 1.02 

.21 .38 

*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 #Effect size 
Scale is 0 (lowest score) to 4 (highest score). 
Means with differing subscripts are significantly different, according to a 
Tukey test. 
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Fl(2,167) = 3.01, p < .05. Inspection of the means showed that 

women in optimist-optimist relationships demonstrated more integration 

than men or women in the other categories. In addition, the highest 

scorers among women for the compromising variable were those in 

optimist-optimist relationships, but the highest scorers among men on 

that variable were those in optimist-pessimist relationships, who scored 

similarly to the men in optimist-optimist relationships. This finding may 

be attributed to the fact that most of the men in the optimist-pessimist 

relationships were the optimists and not the pessimists. 

Other Variables 

Other variables which were not included in the hypotheses were 

analyzed. These items were included in the questionnaire packet for 

exploratory purposes, and have yielded interesting findings. Each 

analysis used the target variable as the dependent variable in a 2 

(gender) X 3 (couple category) analysis of variance. 

Subjective Weil-Being 

A main effect was found for couple category with respect to 

subjective well-being, Pl(2,159) = 45.14, p < .001 (see Table 3.6). The 

Tukey test showed that subjective well-being was more likely to be 

experienced by partners of optimist-optimist couples than optimist-
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pessimist couples. Subjective well-being scores were higher for optimist-

pessimist couples than pessimist-pessimist couples. The interaction of 

gender and couple category was significant also, Fl(2,159) = 3.49, p < .05; 

although the results were linear for each gender across the couple 

category, inspection of the means demonstrated that the men in 

pessimist-pessimist relationships scored much lower on subjective well-

being than the women in pessimist-pessimist relationships. The opposite 

occurred for optimist-pessimist couples, although the optimist-pessimist 

couples contained more pessimistic women and optimistic men than 

optimistic women and pessimistic men. 

Miscellaneous Relationship Scales 

The scales which were given after the participants completed the 

Relationship Assessment Scale (RAS) were also analyzed, and results are 

recorded in Table 3.6. Main effects for couple category were found for 

self-reported commitment and perceived partner's level of commitment, 

i^2,168) = 8.47, p < .001 and i^2,168) = 10.83, p < .001, respectively. 

Self-reported commitment is higher for optimist-optimist couples than 

pessimist-pessimist couples, according to a Tukey test. The post-hoc 

analyses also showed that perceived level of the partner's commitment 

was higher for optimist-optimist and optimist-pessimist couples than for 

pessimist-pessimist couples. 
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Perceived length of the current relationship, likelihood for 

relationship survival in six months, and the perceived ability for the self 

and the partner to attract another mate were not significant. Other 

variables included self-esteem. Males exhibited significantly higher self-

esteem than women [Fl( 1,168) = 7.30, p < .01], and a main effect was 

found for couple category, Fl(2,168) = 20.29, p < .001. Both optimist-

optimist and optimist-pessimist partners scored significantly higher on 

self-esteem than pessimist-pessimist partners, as shown in the post-hoc 

analyses. 

A main effect for couple category was also found for self-reported 

effort in the relationship and for perceived effort of the partner, Fl(2,168) 

= 3.70, p < .05 and i^2,168) = 3.14, p < .05, respectively. Post-hoc 

analyses showed that partners in optimist-optimist relationships 

reported a higher amount of effort expended by themselves than people 

in pessimist-pessimist relationships. Participants in pessimist-pessimist 

relationships reported less effort on the part of their mates than 

participants in the other two types of relationships, but the Tukey 

analysis only showed marginal significance for that difference (see Table 

3.6). 
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Table 3.7: Analyses Testing Other Attachment Styles 
" Opt- Opt- Pes- F F 

Opt Pes Pes (couple) (gender) Interaction 

Attachment 

Secure 

Male 

Female 

Mean 

Ambivalent-
Woriy 

Male 

Female 

Mean 

Ambivalent-
Merger 

Male 

Female 

Mean 

Avoidant 

Male 

Female 

Mean 

3.18 

3.52 

3.35 

.59 

.59 

.59a 

1.19 

.82 

1.01a 

1.38 

1.07 

1.23a 

3.29 

3.43 

3.36 

.74 

.84 

.79a 

1.05 

1.11 

1.08a 

1.21 

1.14 

1.18a 

3.11 

3.22 

3.17 

1.58 

1.81 

1.70b 

1.62 

1.60 

1.61b 

1.61 

1.60 

1.61b 

1.43 

24.40*** 

.21# 

10.54*** 

.10# 

4.95** 

.04# 

4.06* 

.02# 

.25 

.61 .25 

.97 1.39 

.60 .74 

*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 #Effect Size 
Scale is 0 (lowest score) to 4 (highest score). 
Means with differing subscripts are significantly different, according to a 
Tukey test. 
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Attachment 

Specific hypotheses were not outlined for the attachment styles, 

but it was predicted that attachment would be correlated with optimism 

to some degree. Therefore, analyses were performed using the 

attachment variables. 

Factorial analyses of variance with a 2 (gender) X 3 (couple 

category) design, using each attachment style as a dependent variable 

yielded the results outlined in Table 3.7. In sum, the secure attachment 

style did vary significantly with respect for gender, F( 1,168) = 4.06, p < 

.05; females reported more security than men in their relationships. In 

addition, a significant main effect for couple category was found for the 

ambivalent-worry [F(2,16S) = 24.40, p < .001], ambivalent-merger 

[F[2,168) = 10.54, p < .001), and avoidant attachment styles F(2,168) = 

4.95, p < .01]. Post-hoc analyses showed that people in pessimist-

pessimist relationships more often reported the three non-secure 

attachment styles than people in optimist-optimist and optimist-

pessimist relationships. The attachment styles also differed with respect 

to optimism of the individual, rather than the couple, and they are 

discussed below. 
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Love Styles 

The six love styles were also used as dependent variables in two-

way analyses of variances, with couple category and gender as the 

independent variables. Results are recorded in Table 3.8. Main effects 

for couple category were found for Eros, F(2,168) = 5.56, p < .01, Ludus, 

Fl(2,168) = 10.08, p < .001, Storge, F(2,168) = 13.22, p < .001, and Mania, 

Fl(2,168) = 10.48, p < .001. People in optimist-optimist relationships and 

optimist-pessimist relationships exhibited lower scores on Ludus and 

Mania when compared with people in pessimist-pessimist relationships. 

In addition, people in optimist-optimist relationships scored higher on 

Storge than people in optimist-pessimist and pessimist-pessimist 

relationships, according to Tukey analyses. People in pessimist-

pessimist relationships scored lower on Eros than people in the other two 

types of relationships, but the individual differences were only marginally 

significant. A main effect for gender was found for Agape: Men scored 

higher on Agape than women, F(2,168) = 8.84, p < .01. No interactions 

were significant. 

Love styles were averaged across couples in order to determine how 

the total optimism contained by the two partners is related to the total 

amount of various love styles found in a relationship. For example, it 

would be logical to predict that more of the game-playing and obsessive 

love styles would be evident in relationships which possess less 
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Table 3.8: Analyses Testing Love Styles 
Opt- Opt- Pes- F 
Opt Pes Pes (couple) (gender) Interaction 

Love Style 

Eros 

Male 3.31 3.43 2.96 

Female 3.44 3.37 3.07 

Mean 3.38a 3.40a 3.02a 

5.56** 

.05# 

.33 .33 

Ludus 

Male 

Female 

Mean 

.85 

.69 

.77a 

.91 1.51 

.83 1.20 

.87a 1.36b 

10.08*** 

.09# 

2.52 .33 

Storge 

Male 

Female 

Mean 

Pragma 

Male 

Female 

Mean 

2.84 

2.98 

2.91a 

1.46 

1.51 

1.49 

1.99 1.98 

2.30 2.07 

2.15b 2.03b 

1.28 1.37 

1.59 1.66 

1.44 1.52 

13.22*** 

.12# 

.10 

1.39 18 

2.23 .37 

*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 #Effect Size 
Scale is 0 (lowest score) to 4 (highest score). 
Means with differing subscripts are significantly different, according to a 
Tukey test. 
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Table 3.8: Continued 
Opt-
Opt 

Opt-
Pes 

Pes-
Pes 

F F 
(couple) (gender) Interaction 

Mania 

Male 1.39 1.43 2.11 

Female 1.11 1.67 1.88 

Mean 1.25a 1.55a 2.00b 

10.48*** 

.10# 

.44 1.55 

Agape 

Male 2.80 2.70 2.93 

Female 2.33 2.68 2.21 

Mean 2.57 2.69 2.57 

.37 8.84** 

.04# 

2.27 

*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 #Effect Size 
Scale is 0 (lowest score) to 4 (highest score). 
Means with differing subscripts are significantly different, according to a 
Tukey test. 
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optimism. This is, in fact, what was found. When love styles were 

averaged across each couple, a regression analysis showed that as 

average optimism increased, average Ludus score decreased, t(16l) = 

4.15, p <..001; average Storge increased, t(161) = 2.168, p <.03; and 

average Mania decreased, t(161) = -3.01, p <.003. 

Effects of Parents' Relationship 

A 2 (gender) X 3 (couple category) analysis of variance was 

performed using the quality of parents' marriage and occurrence of 

parental divorce as dependent variables. A main effect was found for 

quality of parent's marriage and couple category, F(2,7S) = 3.03, p < .05. 

It is interesting to note that people in optimist-optimist relationships 

reported that their parents had a better marriage than people in 

pessimist-pessimist relationships, according to post-hoc analyses. In 

addition, there was a significant interaction between couple category and 

gender for likelihood of parental divorce. Males in optimist-optimist 

relationships exhibited a lower likelihood of parental divorce, as did 

females in optimist-pessimist relationships, F(2,7S) = 3.16, p < .05 (see 

Table 3.9). Only unmarried partners participated in this part of the 

study (N=87 couples; due to missing data, 84 couples are included in 

this analysis). 
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Table 3.9: Analyses Testing Effect of Parents' Marriage 
Opt- Opt- Pes-
Opt Pes Pes 

F F 
(couple) (gender) Interaction 

Quality of 
Parent's 
Marriage 

Male 

Female 

Mean 

2.78 3.06 2.11 

2.71 2.53 2.16 

2.75a 2.80a 2.14b 

3.025* 

.02# 

.54 ,54 

Likelihood 
Of Parental 
Divorce 

Male .00 .56 .53 

Female .86 .12 .84 

Mean .43 .34 .69 

1.50 .42 3.16* 

.06# 

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 #Effect Size 
The first item ranges from 0 (lowest quality) to 4 (highest quality) 
The second item includes the mean of all the participants in that 
category, and ranges from 0 (parents not divorced) to 1 (parents 
divorced). Means with differing subscripts are significantly different, 
according to a Tukey test. 
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Hypotheses 4 and 5: Optimist-Pessimist Couples 

The fourth and fifth hypotheses deal with the optimist-pessimist 

couples. Twenty-nine couples fell into this category; twenty-one of the 

optimist-pessimist couples were male optimist-female pessimist couples, 

and eight were female optimist-male pessimist couples. 

Hypothesis 4 

It was hypothesized that the female optimist-male pessimist 

couples would demonstrate more success than the reverse, because 

women spend more time in relationship maintenance, and that fact, 

coupled with their optimistic outlook on life, would be beneficial to a 

relationship. Although the number of female optimist-male pessimist 

couples was not large enough to obtain good power, some significant 

results were still found. The female optimist-male pessimist couples will 

be referred to as Type 1 couples and the male optimist-female pessimist 

couples will be referred to as Type 2 couples. A one-way analysis of 

variance was computed, using the average optimism score of each 

partner in the couples as the dependent variable. The average optimism 

score in Type 1 couples was significantly higher than that of Type 2 

couples, F{1,26) = 29.18, p < .001. The average level of satisfaction 

experienced by the two types of couples was not significantly different. 

Type 1 couples did report putting more effort into their relationship than 
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Type 2 couples, F(l,26) = 5.79, p < .02, but the types of couples did not 

differ significantly when asked about the amount of effort put into the 

relationship by their partner. 

Hypothesis 5 

It was proposed that the optimist-pessimist couples would differ 

more in satisfaction, conflict style, and subjective well-being than people 

whose optimism scores were not outside the 3.10 and 2.50 LOT-R 

extremes. All 169 couples were used for this analysis. A one-way 

analysis of variance was performed using the difference between each 

partner's score on the target variable as the dependent variable and the 

couple type (optimist-pessimist or other) as the independent variable. 

There was, as expected, a significant difference between the LOT score 

differences of the two types of couples, Fl( 1,167) = 55.394, p < .001, and 

this served as another validation check. There were no significant 

differences between the difference scores for satisfaction, perceived 

length of the relationship, effort put into the relationship, attachment 

styles, or conflict styles except for one effect: The optimist-pessimist 

couples' difference scores on the obliging conflict style were significantly 

higher than the difference scores of the other couples, Fl(l,167) = 9.316, p 

< .003. Across all the optimist-pessimist couples, there were no 

significant differences between the optimist in the relationship and the 
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pessimist in the relationship regarding satisfaction, conflict tactics, 

attachment style, and effort put forth into the relationship. 

Hypothesis 6: Individual Analyses 

It was proposed that across all individuals, regardless of couple 

category, optimists would score higher on satisfaction, and perceived 

length of relationship. A bivariate regression was performed, and 

participants did perceive a longer future for their current relationship as 

their optimism score increased, t(331) = 2.48, p < .01. In addition, as 

people's optimism score increased, their satisfaction increased, t(333) = 

3.23, p < .001. Effect sizes for significant results from Hypothesis 6 are 

found in Appendix R. 

Other Results for Individuals 

As participants' optimism score increased, their self-reported level 

of commitment to the relationship i^ic^eased, t(333) = 3.78, p < .001, and 

their perception of their partner's commitment to the relationship 

increased as well, t(333) = 4.48, p < .001. Finally, as the participants' 

optimism score_s increased, so did their self-esteem, t(333) = 8.65, p < 

.001 

Another interesting finding was that people whose parents were 

still together scored higher on present optimism than people whose 
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parents had divorced, F(l,i45) = 4.06, p < .05. Therefore, divorce may 

have long-term effects on a child's optimism. 

Conflict was also affected by optimism score. Separate bivariate 

regressions for each gender showed that as the optimism score 

increased, women's integration score increased, t(167) = 2.61, p < .01. 

As men's optimism score increased, there was a significant decrease j n 

their domination score, t(167) = -3.43, p < .001, and their avoidance 

score, t(167) = -2.21, p < .03. Bivariate regressions were also computed 

with male and female scores analyzed together. The optimism score, 

again, was the dependent variable and each conflict style was an 

independent variable. Significance was found for four of the five conflict 

styles: As optimism increased, so did the integrating style of conflict 

resolution, t(336) = 4.54, p < .001, and the compromising style of conflict 

resolution, t(336) = 2.51, p < .01. As optimism increased, a decrease was 

found in the dominating style of conflict resolution, t(336) = -3.81, p < 

.001, and the avoiding style of conflict resolution, t(336) = -2.49, p < .01. 

No significance was found for the obliging conflict style. 

Averaging the couples' conflict scores together yielded many of the 

same results. As the optimism score increased, so did the couple's score 

for integration, t(167) = 19.38, p < .001, as did the individuals' 

integration scores (see above). In addition, this is concurrent with the 

former analyses of variance for couple category: People in optimist-
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optimist relationships demonstrated more integration than people in 

pessimist-pessimist relationships. As the average optimism score 

increased, a significant decrease was found in the couple's average score 

for domination, t(167) = -17 .32 ,p< .001, which concurs with the above 

regression for individuals. These results are also in line with the couple 

category analyses of variance, since people in pessimist-pessimist 

couples were more likely to exhibit a dominating style of conflict 

resolution. Attachment styles were also affected by optimism on the 

individual level. A Pearson correlation showed that optimism is 

negatively correlated with the ambivalent-worry attachment style, N=335, 

r= .35, p < .001. 

Individual scores on a regression showed that as optimism 

increased, ambivalence-worry decreased, t(335) = -6.76, p < .001, 

ambivalence-merger decreased, t(335) = -4.25, p < .001, and avoidance 

decreased, t(335) = -2.92, p < .004. Attachment styles were also 

averaged between partners in a couple, and bivariate regressions showed 

that the average ambivalent-worry score decreased as optimism 

increased, t(166) = -7.13, p < .001. In addition, the average ambivalent-

merger score decreased as optimism increased, t(165) = -5.71, p < .001. 

Other attachment results included the fact that the secure attachment 

style was negatively correlated with the avoidant attachment style, 

according to a Pearson correlation, N = 333, r = -.39, p < .001, and the 
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secure attachment style was correlated with the obliging conflict style, N 

= 333, r= . 3 1 , p < .001. 

Love Styles 

Pearson correlations showed that Eros correlated significantly with 

satisfaction among all people, N = 334, r = .67, p < .001; perceived future 

length of the current relationship, N = 334, r = .38, p < .001; subjective 

well-being, N = 316, r = .35, p < .001; the integrating conflict style, N = 

335, r= .42, p < .001; the ambivalent-woriy conflict style, N = 334, r = 

-.33, p < .001; and Storge, N = 335, r= .36, p < .001. 

Ludus correlated negatively with satisfaction, N = 333, r = -.37, p < 

.001. and positively with the dominating conflict style, N = 334, r = .32, p 

< .001. Storge correlated with satisfaction, N = 335, r = .34, p < .001. 

Mania correlated negatively with age, N = 335, r = - .41, p < .001; and 

positively with the ambivalence-merger attachment style, N = 334, r = 

.33, p < .001; and positively with the ambivalence-worry attachment 

style, N = 335, r = 41 , p < .001. Agape correlated significantly with 

satisfaction, N = 335, r = .32, p < .001, and the obliging conflict style, N = 

336, r= -47, p < .001. 
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Discussion 

Satisfaction 

The three initial hypotheses were only partially confirmed: 

Optimist-optimist pairs were the most satisfied, but optimist-pessimist 

pairs were more satisfied than pessimist-pessimist pairs, contrary to 

Hypothesis 2. It was expected that optimist-pessimist couples would be 

less satisfied than pessimist-pessimist couples because their views of the 

world were so different, and the differences would cause conflict. 

According to the results, the more optimism found in the relationship, 

the more satisfied the relationship partners, whether the optimism was 

split between the two partners, or mostly contained within one partner. 

Similarity of optimism-pessimism was not an issue with pessimist-

pessimist couples who were not more satisfied than optimist-pessimist 

couples. 

The regression analysis showed that, as people's individual level of 

optimism increased, so did their level of relationship satisfaction. This 

result shows that optimism per se is important in relationship 

satisfaction, and is more important than possessing a similar optimistic 

or pessimistic outlook on life as one's partner. 

Female optimist-male pessimist couples did exhibit significantly 

more average optimism than male optimist-female pessimist couples, but 

satisfaction did not significantly differ. This result may not yield a good 
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generalization to the population because only 8 couples fell into the 

female optimist-male pessimist category, compared to 21 in the male 

optimist-female pessimist category. These results should be considered 

inconclusive until a more suitable sample providing for adequate 

statistical power can be obtained. 

Perceived Future Length of Relationship 

The perceived future length of the relationship was not affected 

significantly by couple category, but it was affected by an individual's 

optimism level. It is logical that optimistic individuals would foresee a 

longer future with their mate than pessimistic or less optimistic 

individuals. 

There was no difference between the female optimist-male 

pessimist and male optimist-female pessimist couples in perceived future 

length of relationship, even though it was predicted that the female 

optimists would succeed more than male optimists in keeping a 

relationship intact. The bottom line is that individual optimism affects 

the proposed length of a relationship, regardless of the gender 

combination in optimism and pessimism. 

103 



Conflict 

Integrating, compromising, and obliging conflict styles work best 

when a situation has long-term consequences for the parties involved. 

Input from all parties is considered in the decision-making process, and 

no one actually "loses" when the conflict is resolved. The dominating 

conflict styles work when a spur-of-the-moment decision must be 

reached, and input from all parties is not necessary. This style works 

best when a decision only has short-term consequences for the involved 

parties because they will not have the opportunity to add input to the 

conflict resolution. The avoiding conflict style works best when the 

conflict is unimportant and it is not necessary for parties to work 

together (Rahim, 1983b). In light of the above descriptions, it would be 

most adaptive for couples to engage in integrating, compromising, and 

obliging behavior when resolving conflict. In the remaining two styles, 

one partner's input is being left out. 

The optimist-optimist couples demonstrated more of the adaptive 

conflict resolution styles than the pessimist-pessimist couples. Partners 

who are optimistic may envision a lasting relationship as a true 

possibility, and may be more willing to work together to achieve that 

goal. Pessimist-pessimist couples may not see the future together as a 

realistic goal, and may therefore leave their partner out of important 
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conflict resolution discussions. These people may not see a need to work 

to keep their relationship together. 

Optimist-pessimist couples' scores on conflict resolution fell 

between the scores of the other two couple categories, in most cases. 

Having even one optimist in the relationship may improve the conflict 

resolution strategies somewhat, because one person may attempt to 

include the other in the discussions. It is possible that the two partners 

influence each other in their own methods of conflict resolution, and end 

up in a middle-of-the-road style, because no significant differences were 

found between the optimist and the pessimist of these couples in their 

conflict styles. 

Independent of the couple category, people who were more 

optimistic used more of an integrating conflict style. This effect was 

stronger for the women than for the men, but when collapsing across 

gender, the results were still significant. The integrating conflict style 

seems to occur with optimism, even more so than the compromising and 

obliging conflict styles, although the compromising style did become 

significantly greater as the optimism score increased. As people's 

optimism score decreased, their dominating conflict style increased, and 

this result was stronger for men than for women. The actual gender 

differences for both the integrating and dominating conflict styles were 

not significant. 
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In sum, it is most adaptive in a conflict situation with team 

members or relationship partners to be optimistic. The conflicts will be 

handled more fairly in that there is a better chance both parties will be 

satisfied in the end. 

Other Variables 

Optimism does correlate with the attachment styles. In general, 

both optimists and pessimists may possess a secure attachment style. 

However, pessimism may be associated with the insecure attachment 

styles, namely ambivalent-merger, ambivalent-worry, and avoidant 

styles. Pessimist-pessimist couples showed the same trend. The 

attachment styles did not differ between the two genders, except that 

women tended to be more secure than the men. Therefore, optimists are 

less likely to possess an insecure attachment style than pessimists. 

However, people who possess a secure attachment style are no more 

likely to be optimists than pessimists. In other words, there are many 

secure optimists and many secure pessimists, but there are not as many 

insecure optimists as there are insecure pessimists. 

People in optimist-optimist categories enjoyed more self-esteem, 

reported more commitment, and reported putting more effort into the 

relationship. Therefore, optimism may be adaptive to many relationship 

variables. 
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Optimism may also play a role in love styles. Optimists and people 

in optimist-optimist relationships exhibited higher scores on Eros and 

Storge, and people in pessimist-pessimist relationships were higher on 

Ludus and Mania. Eros and Storge would logically be more adaptive in 

relationships than Ludus and Mania, as would optimism, so these 

results are consistent with results found thus far. In addition, it is 

possible that the opposite (love styles play a role in optimism) would be a 

more accurate assessment of the results. In a relationship, Ludus and 

Mania may breed pessimism, because partners may interpret a game-

playing or obsessive love style as a negative quality, and assume that the 

relationship is headed for trouble. 

It is important to note that optimist-pessimist couples were 

gender-biased in the analyses, and that must be kept in mind when 

interpreting the results. Optimist-pessimist couples were made up 

mostly male optimists and female pessimists. Possible reasons for this 

bias in the population are mentioned in the general discussion section. 
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CHAPTER IV 

STUDY II: RATIONALE AND METHOD 

Rationale 

Win optimists and pessimists seek each other out in relationships? 

It is hypothesized that, if given the choice, optimists would choose other 

optimists and pessimists would choose other pessimists for relationship 

partners. According to Byrne (1971), people with similar characteristics 

seek out each other. Additionally, Steele and McGlynn (1979) found that 

participants rated others as more attractive if their personality feedback 

was similar to that of the participant, regardless of whether feedback was 

positive or negative. The purpose of this research was to determine 

whether optimists and pessimists look for romantic partners similar to 

themselves, rather than for people who are simply high on optimism, a 

more socially desirable trait than pessimism (e.g., see Hendrick 85 Brown, 

1971, for a comparable example with extraversion). 

Participants were given an opportunity to rate fictitious optimistic 

and pessimistic stimulus people on several variables in order to 

determine whether optimistic people prefer optimists and pessimistic 

people prefer pessimists, or whether everyone prefers optimists. The first 

study examined the relationships of optimists and pessimists, and the 

present study examined the formation of these relationships. 
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It is possible that depression and mood may affect people's ratings 

on this task. As discussed in Chapter I, depressed people tend to be 

pessimistic. Although depressed people's judgments tend to be different 

than those of nondepressed people, they are not necessarily bad 

judgments. Alloy and Ahrens (1987) found that nondepressed people 

made self-enhancing predictions about events involving themselves and 

similar others, depressed people's predictions were not overly positive or 

negative. They were actually more realistic. Depressed people, however, 

are more self-focused (Pyszczynski, Holt, 85 Greenberg, 1987) and 

depression may affect the working models of others formed by the 

depressed people (Carnelley, Pietromonaco, 85 Jaffe, 1994). Carnelley et 

al. also stated that depressed people tended to exhibit more insecure 

attachment styles when dealing with relationships. Therefore, depression 

should be considered when studying judgments and predictions about 

people. 

Mood can also affect the way people make judgments. Kirsch, 

Mearns, and Catanzaro (1990) found that people experiencing a negative 

mood were more avoidant. People whose negative mood was improved 

due to experimental manipulations demonstrated more problem-focused 

coping. Kirsch, et al. concluded that mood can influence people's 

emotional reactions. Therefore, if people are making judgments about 

others, a biased emotional reaction can affect those judgments. 
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Variables such as mood and depression should be controlled when 

studying the judgments people make, especially judgments about other 

people. 

Method 

Participants 

One hundred introductory psychology students were solicited for 

this experiment. There was no requirement that the students be in a 

current relationship. 

Materials 

The LOT-R was given to the participants to determine their 

optimism level (see Appendix A). Reliability for this scale was given 

previously (see Study I). The reliability analyses of the current sample 

include an average inter-item correlation of .38 and a standardized 

Cronbach's alpha of .78. 

A demographics questionnaire assessed background information 

(see Appendix I), and depression was assessed by the Center for 

Epidemiologic Studies Depression Scale (CES-D) (Radloff, 1977) (see 

Appendix M). The CES-D is scored on a 4-point basis, with scale values 

per item equated to frequency of symptoms, ranging from less than one 

day per week to "most of the time." This scale was preferred over the 
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Beck Depression Inventory (Beck, 1967) because it distinguishes 

depression from suicidal tendencies. In addition, the CES-D may be 

more effective at detecting depression in college students and in 

outpatients (Santor, Zuroff, Ramsay, 85 Cervantes, 1995). Reliability 

analyses for the current sample included an average inter-item 

correlation of .28 and a Cronbach's standardized alpha of .89. 

The Daily Feelings Scale (see Appendix N) was created by the 

investigator to assess mood at the time of the experiment, and measures 

the level of positive or negative affect. The scale includes twenty words 

describing either positive or negative affect, and participants rate on a 5-

point-scale the degree to which they possess any of the states listed (i.e., 

happy, anxious). Reliability analyses for the current sample included an 

average inter-item correlation of .15 and a standardized Cronbach's 

alpha of .79. These scales were administered to determine what 

variables might affect optimism scores, such as a bad day or a new 

relationship. 

Procedure 

Participants came into the laboratory in groups of fewer than eight. 

They signed a consent form (see Appendix O), and were then given an 

envelope containing two packets of questionnaires. The first packet 

included the LOT-R, the demographics inventory, the CES-D, and the 
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Daily Feelings Scale. Participants were told that the rest of the study 

had to do with how useful certain information was in the judgments that 

people make. They were told that there were two questionnaires, each 

just completed by another person, and their job was to make judgments 

of a person based on his or her questionnaire. The point of the 

experiment, they were told, was to determine how much impact that 

particular piece of information had on people's judgments (see 

instructions. Appendix P). Participants then studied two Life Orientation 

Tests (LOT-R's), one each filled out by an optimistic stimulus person and 

a pessimistic stimulus person of the opposite sex. In fact, both stimulus 

persons were created by the experimenter. The optimist person's LOT-R 

was completed so that the person had a score of 3.50. The pessimistic 

stimulus person's LOT-R was completed so that the person had a LOT-R 

score of 1.50. Half of the participants saw and rated the LOT-R for the 

optimistic stimulus person first, and half of the participants saw and 

rated the LOT-R for the pessimistic stimulus person first. 

For the first stimulus person, participants rated how optimistic 

that person seemed to be, as a manipulation check. They then rated (on 

a five-point scale) how much they liked the first stimulus person in 

general, how likely they would become friends with that person, how 

likely they would enter into a romantic relationship with a person 

sharing those characteristics, how happy the person appeared to be, and 
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how warm and caring the person seemed. These items were placed on a 

questionnaire called the Interpersonal Assessment Survey (based on 

Byrne, 1971, see Appendix Q), and participants responded on that 

questionnaire. After rating the first stimulus person, participants 

studied the second stimulus person briefly, and then rated that person 

on the Interpersonal Assessment Questionnaire. 
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CHAPTER V 

STUDY II: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Results 

Participant Characteristics 

Of the 100 participants, 39 were age nineteen or under, 41 were of 

age twenty to twenty-two, 17 were between twenty-three and thirty, and 

3 were thirty-one or older. Forty-three participants were male, and 56 

were female. One participant did not give gender information. Eighty 

participants were Caucasian, 11 were Hispanic, 4 were African-

American, and 5 were Asian or Other. Fifty-four participants were either 

married or in a current relationship. Statistics describing the measures 

for the current sample are shown in Table 5.1. The only gender 

difference concerning the descriptive statistics involved depression. 

Females were significantly more depressed than males, F{1,97) = 6.09, p 

< .02. 

Positive and negative affect was tested to assure that participants 

who experienced a bad day would not be mistaken for pessimists. 

Results showed that, on a scale of 0 (low negative affect) to 4 (high 

negative affect), the highest negative affect score was 2.00. Therefore, no 

participant reached the extremes for negative affect. The mean score for 

negative affect was .72. The mean score for positive affect was 2.80 on a 
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Table 5.1: Descriptive Statistics for Study II. 

Mean SD N 

Life Orientation Test 

Daily Feelings Scale 

Positive Affect 

Negative Affect 

CES-D 

Interpersonal Assessment Survey 

Optimist Stimulus Person 

Question #6 

Question #5 

Question #4 

Question #3 

Question #2 

Question #1 

Pessimist Stimulus Person 

Question #6 

Question #5 

Question #4 

Question #3 

Question #2 

Question #1 

2.70 

2.80 

.72 

1.00 

3.31 

3.27 

3.12 

3.46 

3.34 

3.78 

.60 

1.38 

1.53 

.73 

1.19 

.43 

.69 

.77 

.33 

.58 

.90 

.77 

.80 

.61 

.61 

.53 

.94 

.97 

.87 

.78 

.74 

.71 

100 

100 

100 

100 

99 

99 

99 

99 

99 

99 

100 

99 

100 

100 

99 

100 

The above scales range from 0 to 4, with 0 indicating the lowest score 
and 4 indicating the highest score. The sample sizes differ because 
participants who skipped any items were excluded from the analysis of 
that item. 
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scale of 0 (low positive affect) to 4 (high positive affect), so, in general, the 

subjects were experiencing positive affect. 

Depression was also measured to assure that no participant was 

so depressed as to affect his or her judgments. The mean depression 

score was 1.00, on a scale of 0 to 3, and the median was approximately 

.75. Over 90% of the participants scored below 2.00, and the highest 

score was 2.55. No participants scored between 2.55 and 3.00, so it was 

determined that no participant was considered too depressed to be 

included in the analysis. 

Research Question Results 

The research questions stated that either people will prefer 

optimists, regardless of their own optimism score, or they will prefer 

people of a similar optimism-pessimism level. A multiple regression used 

each of the items on the Interpersonal Assessment Survey for both the 

optimistic and pessimistic stimulus persons as the dependent variables, 

and optimism, positive affect, negative affect, depression, and gender of 

the participant as predictors. Results are outlined in Tables 5.2 to 5.13. 

Results will be discussed beginning with Question 6, which asked for 

the likelihood of seeking out the stimulus person as a romantic partner. 

Results showed that as the optimism score of participants increased, so 

did the desire for the optimistic stimulus person as a romantic partner. 
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t(93) = -3.17, p < .002. Females were also more likely to desire the 

optimistic stimulus person as a romantic partner than males, t(93) = -

2.09, p < .05. The higher the optimism, the less likely the participant 

was to desire the pessimistic stimulus person, t(94) = 4.18, p < .0001. 

The gender effect was concurrent with that of the optimistic stimulus 

person: Females were less likely to desire the pessimistic stimulus 

person as a romantic partner when compared to males, t(94) = -2.85, p < 

.005. There were no significant effects for the other predictors on this 

variable (see Tables 5.2 and 5.3). 

Question 5 in Appendix Q asked how much the participants would 

like the stimulus person as a friend. Participants scoring higher on 

optimism reported to be more likely to seek out the optimistic stimulus 

person as a friend, t(93) = -4.02, p < .0001. Females were more likely 

than males to desire the optimistic stimulus person as a friend, t(93) = 

-2.46, p < .02. The higher the optimism score, the less likely participants 

were to desire the pessimistic stimulus person as a friend, t(93) = 1.98, p 

< .05. None of the other predictors were significant for the optimistic or 

pessimistic friend (see Tables 5.4 and 5.5). 

Question 4 in Appendix Q asked participants how much they liked 

the optimistic or pessimistic stimulus person in general. The higher the 

optimism, the more the participant liked the optimistic stimulus person, 

^(93) = 2.69, p < .009, and the higher the optimism, the less the 
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Table 5.2 Results from Multiple Regression: Desire for the Optimistic 
Stimulus Person as a Romantic Partner (Question 6, Appendix Q) 
Predictor Beta t 

Optimism 

Positive Affect 

Negative Affect 

Depression 

Gender 

-.37 

-.19 

.18 

-.03 

-.21 

-3.17** 

-.13 

1.47 

-.22 

-2.09* 

*p< .05 **p< .01 ***p< .001 

Table 5.3 Results from Multiple Regression: Desire for the Pessimistic 
Stimulus Person as a Romantic Partner (Question 6, Appendix Q) 
Predictor Beta t 

Optimism 

Positive Affect 

Negative Affect 

Depression 

Gender 

.45 

-.002 

-.02 

.02 

.48 

4.18*** 

-.01 

-.16 

.16 

2.85** 

'p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 
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Table 5.4 Results from Multiple Regression: Desire to Be Friends with 
Optimistic Stimulus Person (Question 5, Appendix Q) 
Predictor Beta 

Optimism 

Positive Affect 

Negative Affect 

Depression 

Gender 

-.44 

-.04 

.15 

-.07 

-.23 

-4.02*** 

-.30 

1.28 

-.50 

-2.46* 

•̂ p< .05 **p< .01 ***p< .001 

Table 5.5 Results from Multiple Regression: Desire to be Friends with 
Pessimistic Stimulus Person (Question 5, Appendix Q) 
Predictor Beta 

Optimism 

Positive Affect 

Negative Affect 

Depression 

Gender 

.24 

.25 

-.02 

-.25 

.09 

1.98* 

1.66 

-.16 

-1.73 

.91 

'p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 
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pessimistic stimulus person was liked, t(94) = -2.69, p < .008. There 

were no gender, affect, or depression effects for this variable (see Tables 

5.6 and 5.7). 

Question 3 on Appendix Q asked participants how happy they 

thought the optimistic or pessimistic stimulus person was. As the 

participants' positive affect scores increased, so did their perceptions 

that the optimistic stimulus person was happy, t(93) = -2.06, p < .04, and 

as their negative affect increased, their perception of happiness in the 

optimistic stimulus person decreased, t(93) = 2.06, p < .04. Optimism, 

gender and depression did not affect the happiness ratings of the 

optimistic stimulus person. Participants higher on optimism rated the 

pessimistic stimulus person as happier than participants lower on 

optimism, t(94) = -3.17, p < .002. It is possible that this result was due 

to the fact that the less optimistic people are, the less happiness they will 

find in anyone, optimistic or pessimistic (see Tables 5.8 and 5.9). 

Question 2 in Appendix Q asked the participants how warm and 

friendly they found the optimistic or pessimistic stimulus person to be. 

Participants higher on negative affect found the optimistic stimulus 

person to be less warm and friendly, t(93) = 2.42, p < .02, and, again, as 

optimism increased, the more warm and friendly the pessimistic 

stimulus person was perceived to be t(93) = 2.73, p < .008 (see Tables 

5.10 and 5.11). 

120 



Table 5.6 Results from Multiple Regression: Likability of Optimistic 
Stimulus Person (Question 4, Appendix Q) 
Predictor Beta t 

Optimism 

Positive Affect 

Negative Affect 

Depression 

Gender 

-.31 

.05 

.08 

-.04 

-.15 

-2.69** 

-.38 

.65 

-.32 

-1.47 

*'p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 

Table 5.7 Results from Multiple Regression: Likability of Pessimistic 
Stimulus Person (Question 4, Appendix Q) 
Predictor Beta t 

Optimism 

Positive Affect 

Negative Affect 

Depression 

Gender 

.32 

.19 

.02 

.23 

.06 

2.69** 

1.30 

-.19 

-1.63 

.60 

"p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 
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Table 5.8 Results from Multiple Regression: Happiness of Optimistic 
Stimulus Person (Question 3, Appendix Q) 
Predictor Beta 

Optimism 

Positive Affect 

Negative Affect 

Depression 

Gender 

.16 

-.31 

-.26 

-.03 

-.12 

1.31 

-2.06* 

-2.06* 

-.19 

-.91 

*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 

Table 5.9 Results from Multiple Regression: Happiness of Pessimistic 
Stimulus Person (Question 3, Appendix Q) 
Predictor Beta 

Optimism 

Positive Affect 

Negative Affect 

Depression 

Gender 

.36 

.28 

-.14 

-.23 

.10 

3.17** 

1.94 

-1.18 

-1.66 

1.03 

'p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 
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Question 1 in Appendix Q asked for a rating of optimism, and 

served as a manipulation check. The only significant finding in the 

multiple regression on this item was that the more depressed the 

participant, the less optimistic the pessimistic stimulus person was 

perceived to be, t(94) = 2.61, p < .01 (see Tables 5.12 and 5.13). This 

result is concurrent with previous research (see Chapter I) which stated 

that pessimism has been positively correlated with depression (Beck, 

Weissman, Lester, 86 Trexler, 1974; Johnson 86 McCutcheon, 1981; 

Prociuk, Breen, 86 Lussier, 1976). The lack of significance for other 

variables suggested that the materials were valid: Participants at all 

levels of optimism saw the optimistic stimulus person as optimistic and 

the pessimistic stimulus person as nonoptimistic. 

Another interesting finding was that the larger the difference 

between the participant's optimism score and the pessimistic stimulus 

person's optimism score, the less likely the participant was to seek out 

the pessimist stimulus person for a romantic partner, t(91) = -3.03, p < 

.003. In addition, the smaller the difference between the participant's 

optimism score and the optimistic stimulus person's optimism score, the 

more likely the participant was to seek out the optimistic stimulus 

person as a romantic relationship partner, t(97) = 3.15, p < .002. In 

support of the other research question, the higher the optimism score of 

the stimulus person, the more desirable that person was perceived by the 
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Table 5.10 Results from Multiple Regression: Warmth and Friendliness 
of Optimistic Stimulus Person (Question 2, Appendix Q) 
Predictor Beta 

Optimism 

Positive Affect 

Negative Affect 

Depression 

Gender 

.10 

.15 

.31 

-.15 

-.11 

.84 

1.02 

2.42* 

-1.04 

-1.06 

'p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 

Table 5.11 Results from Multiple Regression: Warmth and Friendliness 
of Pessimistic Stimulus Person (Question 2, Appendix Q) 
Predictor Beta 

Optimism 

Positive Affect 

Negative Affect 

Depression 

Gender 

.33 

.25 

-.11 

-.03 

.09 

2.73** 

1.65 

-.91 

-.21 

.91 

"p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 

124 



Table 5.12 Results from Multiple Regression: Perceived Optimism of 
Optimistic Stimulus Person (Question 1, Appendix Q) 
Predictor Beta 

Optimism 

Positive Affect 

Negative Affect 

Depression 

Gender 

.05 

.18 

.03 

.27 

.12 

.40 

-1.14 

.26 

1.81 

-1.12 

*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 

Table 5.13 Results from Multiple Regression: Perceived Optimism of 
Pessimistic Stimulus Person (Question 1, Appendix Q) 

Predictor Beta 

Optimism 

Positive Affect 

Negative Affect 

Depression 

Gender 

-.05 

.22 

-.08 

.37 

.16 

-.46 

1.45 

-.66 

2.61** 

.1.58 

'p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 
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participants, t(98) = -17.35, p < .001. Female participants were 

significantly more likely than the males to seek out an optimistic partner, 

i^l,96) = 4 . 4 3 , p < .04. 

Trichotomizing the Optimism Score 

Participants were categorized into optimistic, neutral, or 

pessimistic categories by dividing their data into three groups: Any score 

of 3.00 or higher was considered optimistic on a scale of 0 (low optimism) 

to 4 (high optimism). Twenty-three participants fell into this category. 

Scores of 2.50 or lower were considered pessimistic, and scores between 

3.00 and 2.50 were considered neutral. Twenty-five participants were 

considered pessimistic, and 50 were considered neutral. 

A 2 (gender) X 3 (level of optimism) X 2 (stimulus stranger, 

optimistic or pessimistic) analysis of variance was performed for each of 

the six questions given in Appendix Q. Gender and level of optimism 

were treated as between-subjects variables, and stimulus stranger was 

treated as a within-subjects variable. 

Question 6 concerned the participant's desire for the optimistic or 

pessimistic stimulus person as a romantic partner. These results 

showed a significant interaction for the level of optimism and desire for 

the optimistic or pessimistic stimulus person as a romantic partner, 

F(2,92) = 12.03, p < .001 Results for Question 6 are shown in Tables 
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5.14 and 5.15. Tukey tests showed that the optimistic participants 

showed a greater desire for the optimistic stimulus person as a romantic 

partner than the pessimistic participants did. The pessimistic 

participants exhibited a greater desire for the pessimistic stimulus 

person as a romantic partner than the neutral or optimistic participants, 

but a main effect for stimulus person showed that both participants at 

all three levels of optimism preferred the optimist to the pessimist, 

F{2,92) = 309.75, p < .001. There was an interaction for gender and 

stimulus person also: In general, the females were more likely to seek 

out the optimistic partner and less likely to seek out the pessimistic 

partner than the males, i^l,92) = 16.30,p< .001. The interaction of 

gender, optimism level (referred to as "Group" in the tables), and 

stimulus person was significant as well, F{2,92) = 5.31, p < .001. The 

differences between the gender of the participant and the desirability of 

optimistic and pessimistic stimulus persons were even stronger in the 

pessimistic group of participants: The desire of pessimistic females to 

prefer the optimistic stimulus person as a romantic partner more than 

the pessimistic males was more extreme than for either the optimistic or 

neutral groups of participants. 

Similar results were found for the friend question (Question 5 in 

Appendix Q; see Tables 5.16 and 5.17 for results). Participants were 

asked how likely they were to seek out the optimistic or pessimistic 
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Table 5.14 Results from Analysis of Variance: Desire for the Stimulus 
Person as a Romantic Partner (Question 6, Appendix Q) (Means) 
Gender 

Male 

Female 

Group 

Optimistic 
Neutral 
Pessimistic 

Optimistic 
Neutral 
Pessimistic 

St imulus Person 
Optimist Pessimist 

3.64 
3.17 
2.22 

3.58 
3.41 
3.50 

.36 

.74 
2.00 

.08 

.26 

.69 

N 

11 
23 

9 

12 
27 
16 

Means 
Across Gender 
Opt SP Pes SP 

3.61a .22a 
3.29c .50b 
2.86a 1.35ab 

Higher scores indicate an increased desire to date the stimulus person. 
Means in the same column which share a subscript are significantly 
different from one another, according to a Tukey test. SP refers to 
Stimulus Person. 

Table 5.15 Results from Analysis of Variance: Desire for the Stimulus 
Person as a Romantic Partner (Question 6, Appendix Q) (F-Ratios) 
Effects: F 

Main Effects 

Group 

Gender 

Stimulus Person 

Interactions 

Group X Stimulus Person 

Gender X Stimulus Person 

Group X Gender 

Group X Gender X Stimulus Person 

1.45 

.90 

309.75*** 

12.03*** 

16.30*** 

.14 

5.31** 

'p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 

128 

y 



stimulus person as a friend. The analysis yielded significant main effects 

for stimulus person, i^l,91) = 171.94 , p < .0001. Participants across all 

genders and levels of optimism preferred the optimistic friend over the 

pessimistic friend. A significant interaction was found for group X 

gender, F(2,9l) = 4.00, p < .05. Post-hoc analyses showed that both male 

and female optimists preferred the optimistic friend to the pessimistic 

friend to a greater extent than the male and female neutral and 

pessimistic participants. Interactions are significant for both gender X 

stimulus person, i^l,91) = 5.67, p < .02, and optimism group X stimulus 

person, F{2,91) = 9.03, p < .001, and a significant interaction of gender X 

optimism group X stimulus person, i^2,92) = 5.55, p < .005. The group 

(or level of optimism) results mirrored the romantic partner analysis: 

Optimists preferred the optimistic stimulus person more than the 

pessimists or neutral participants did, and the pessimists preferred the 

pessimistic stimulus person more than the optimists or neutral 

participants did. Again, the females preferred the optimist more than the 

males did. And, following the pattern of the romantic partner condition, 

the differences between males and females in the pessimist condition 

were more extreme than in the optimistic or neutral conditions. In 

general, both optimists, pessimists, and neutral people preferred the 

optimistic stimulus person over the pessimistic stimulus person, F{l,9l) 

= 171.94, p < .001. 
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Table 5.16 Results from Analysis of Variance: Desire to Befriend 
Stimulus Person (Question 5, Appendix Q) (Means) 
Gender 

Male 

Female 

Group 

Optimistic 

Neutral 

Pessimistic 

Optimistic 

Neutral 

Pessimistic 

Stimulus Person 
Optimist 

3.73 

3.04 

2.22 

3.83 

3.30 

3.31 

Pessimist 

1.00 

1.41 

2.22 

1.67 

1.04 

1.37 

N 

11 

22 

9 

12 

27 

16 

Means 
Across Gender 
OptSP PesSP 

3.78b 1.34ab 

3.17a 1.23a 

2.77a 1.80b 

Higher scores indicate an increased desire to befriend the stimulus 
person. Means in the same column containing differing subscripts are 
significantly different from one another, according to a Tukey test. 

Table 5.17 Results from Analysis of Variance: Desire to Befriend 
Stimulus Person (Question 5, Appendix Q) (F-Ratios) 
Effects: F 

Main Effects 

Group 

Gender 

Stimulus Person 

Interactions 

Group X Stimulus Person 

Gender X Stimulus Person 

Group X Gender 

Group X Gender X Stimulus Person 

4.00* 

2.11 

171.94*** 

9.03*** 

5.67* 

1.58 

5.55** 

* p < . 0 5 **p<.01 ***p<.001 
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The same type of analysis was used for the items which asked the 

participant how much he or she liked the optimistic and pessimistic 

stimulus person in general (see Tables 5.18 and 5.19 for results). The 

interaction of optimism group of the participants and stimulus person 

was significant, i^2,92) = 11.67, p < .001, and post hoc analyses 

indicated that the optimistic participants liked the optimistic stimulus 

person more than the neutral and pessimistic participants did, and the 

pessimistic participants liked the pessimistic stimulus person better 

than the optimistic participants did. The interaction of optimism group 

X gender X stimulus person was significant, F(2,92) = 3.70, p < .03. The 

trend of the means again indicated that the females in the pessimistic 

group liked the optimistic stimulus person more than the males did, and 

the males in the pessimistic group liked the pessimistic stimulus person 

more than the females did. In general, participants in all conditions 

liked the optimistic stimulus person more than the pessimistic stimulus 

person, i^l,92) = 138.19, p < .001. 

Question 3 in Appendix Q asked participants how happy they 

found the stimulus person to be (see Tables 5.20 and 5.21 for results). 

There were two significant main effects: Optimistic participants rated 

people as less happy when compared to pessimistic participants. These 

results are most obvious in ratings of the pessimistic stimulus 

person(see Table 5.20). Pessimistic participants rated pessimistic 
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Table 5.18 Results from Analysis of Variance: Likability of Stimulus 
Person (Question 4, Appendix Q) (Means) 
Gender 

Male 

Female 

Group 

Optimistic 

Neutral 

Pessimistic 

Optimistic 

Neutral 

Pessimistic 

St imulus Person 
Optimist 

3.64 

2.91 

2.33 

3.58 

3.11 

3.18 

Pessimist 

.98 

1.61 

2.33 

1.25 

1.48 

1.62 

N 

11 

23 

9 

12 

27 

16 

Means 
Across Gender 
Opt SP Pes SP 

3.61a 1.12a 

3.01b 1.55ab 

2.76b 1.98b 

Higher scores indicate more perceived likability of the stimulus person. 
Means in the same column which contain differing subscripts are 
significantly different from one another, according to a Tukey test. 

Table 5.19 Results from Analysis of Variance: Likability of Stimulus 
Person (Question 4 on Appendix Q) (F-Ratios) 
Effects: F 

Main Effects 

Group 

Gender 

S t imulus Person 

Interact ions 

Group X St imulus Person 

Gender X S t imulus Person 

Group X Gender 

Group X Gender X St imulus Person 

.35 

.67 

138.19*** 

11.67*** 

3.38 

.10 

3.70* 

'^p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 
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stimulus persons as happier than optimistic and neutral participants 

did. There were no significant interactions. 

When asked how warm and friendly the stimulus persons were, 

the same main effects that were exhibited for happiness emerged in this 

analysis as well (see Tables 5.22 and 5.23). Pessimists rated the two 

stimulus persons, in general, as more warm and friendly than did 

optimists and neutral participants, i^2,91) = 3.14, p < .05, and 

participants in all groups found the optimistic stimulus person more 

warm and friendly than the pessimistic stimulus person, i^l,91) = 

320.41, p < .0001. A significant interaction for gender X stimulus 

person emerged, i^l,91) = 3 . 2 5 , p < . 0 1 . The females found the 

optimistic stimulus person to be more warm and friendly and the 

pessimistic stimulus person to be less warm and friendly than the males 

did. 

The manipulation check question asked people how optimistic the 

target person appeared to be. A 2 (gender) X 3 (level of optimism) X 2 

(stimulus person) showed no interactions, indicating that both genders 

and people of all three optimism levels found the optimistic stimulus 

person to be equally optimistic, and the pessimistic person to be equally 

pessimistic. In addition, people of all conditions found the optimistic 

stimulus person to be significantly more optimistic than the pessimistic 

stimulus person, F(l,91) = 777.76, p < .0001. 
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Table 5.20 Results from Analysis of Variance: Happiness of Stimulus 
Person (Question 3, Appendix Q) (Means) 
Gender 

Male 

Female 

Group 

Optimistic 

Neutral 

Pessimistic 

Optimistic 

Neutral 

Pessimistic 

Stimulus Person 
Optimist Pessimist 

3.45 

3.39 

3.33 

3.58 

3.33 

3.75 

.36 

.74 

1.56 

.50 

.56 

.87 

N 

11 

23 

9 

12 

27 

16 

Means 
Across Gender 
Opt SP Pes SP 

3.52a .43a 

3.36a .65a 

3.54a 1.22b 

Higher scores indicate more perceived happiness in the stimulus person. 
Means in the same column which contain differing subscripts are 
significantly different from one another, according to a Tukey test. 

Table 5.21 Results from Analysis of Variance: Happiness of Stimulus 
Person (Question 3, Appendix Q) (F-ratios) 
Effects: F 

Main Effects 

Group 

Gender 

Stimulus Person 

Interactions 

Group X Stimulus Person 

Gender X Stimulus Person 

Group X Gender 

Group X Gender X Stimulus Person 

7.60*** 

.20 

550.99*** 

2.97 

3.08 

.85 

2.04 

'^p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 

134 

Eftdl 



Table 5.22 Results from Analysis of Variance: Warmth and Friendliness 
of S t imulus Person (Question 2, Appendix Q) (Means) 
Gender 

Male 

Female 

Group 

Optimistic 

Neutral 

Pessimistic 

Optimistic 

Neutral 

Pessimistic 

St imulus Person 
Optimist 

3.09 

3.26 

3.33 

3.67 

3.35 

3.37 

Pessimist 

1.09 

1.22 

1.89 

.92 

1.08 

1.12 

N 

11 

23 

9 

12 

26 

16 

Means 
Across Gender 
Opt SP Pes SP 

3.38 1.01 

3.31 1.15 

3.35 1.51 

Higher scores indicate more perceived warmth and friendliness in the 
s t imulus person. 

Table 5.23 Results from Analysis of Variance: Warmth and Friendliness 
of St imulus Person (Question 2, Appendix Q) (F-ratios) 
Effects: F 

Main Effects 

Group 

Gender 

St imulus Person 

Interactions 

Group X St imulus Person 

Gender X St imulus Person 

Group X Gender 

Group X Gender X St imulus Person 

3.14* 

.62 

320.41*** 

1.38 

3.25** 

3.49* 

.77 

*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 
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Discussion 

This sample was different from the first study, in that it consisted 

entirely of college students. Fewer participants were married and in 

romantic relationships. This fact should be kept in mind when 

generalizing results of this study to populations that are dissimilar to the 

sample. 

The results showed that both hypotheses were confirmed to some 

degree in this experiment. First of all, people did find others who were 

similar to themselves attractive. This study showed that although the 

pessimists preferred optimists to other pessimists, the pessimists found 

the pessmistic stimulus persons more attractive as friends and as 

partners than the optimists did. In turn, the optimists found the 

optimistic stimulus persons more attractive as friends and as partners 

than the pessimists did. 

In addition, females were more biased toward optimists than males 

were. The strongest finding, however, was that participants of each 

gender and of all levels of optimism rated the optimistic stimulus person 

more favorably than the pessimistic stimulus person. Seligman (1991) 

stated that pessimistic people should read Learned Optimism and 

attempt to become more optimistic because it would be in their best 

interest. In fact, according to the results of this study if a person is 
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Table 5.24 Results from Analysis of Variance: Perceived Optimism of 
Stimulus Person (Question 1, Appendix Q) (Means) 
Gender 

Male 

Female 

Group 

Optimistic 
Neutral 
Pessimistic 

Optimistic 
Neutral 
Pessimistic 

Stimulus Person 
Optimist Pessimist 

3.82 
3.74 
3.67 

3.92 
3.74 
3.81 

.36 

.48 

.67 

.42 

.33 

.44 

N 

11 
23 

9 

12 
27 
16 

Means 
Across Gender 
Opt SP Pes SP 

3.87 .39 
3.74 .41 
3.74 .56 

Higher scores indicate more perceived optimism in the stimulus person. 

Table 5.25 Results from Analysis of Variance: Perceived Optimism of 
Stimulus Person (Question 2, Appendix Q) (F-ratios) 
Effects: F 

Main Effects 

Group 

Gender 

Stimulus Person 

Interactions 

Group X Stimulus Person 

Gender X Stimulus Person 

Group X Gender 

.46 

.03 

777.76*** 

.40 

.63 

.39 

Group X Gender X Stimulus Person .14 

*p< .05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 
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pessimistic, there is a better chance that a fellow pessimist would find 

him or her attractive as a romantic partner than an optimist would. 

Pessimists rated other pessimists as warmer and friendlier than their 

optimistic counterparts did. This could be because the pessimistic 

stimulus people were more similar to the pessimistic participants than 

the optimistic participants, and pessimists may not want to be thought of 

as unhappy. However, two pessimists would be more attracted to other 

optimists rather than each other for romantic partners. Although people 

may not necessarily be in relationships with optimists, they do seek out 

optimists rather than pessimists. Therefore, pessimists may have a 

better chance finding a good, strong relationship if they try to change 

some of their pessimistic tendencies. 

Although both females and males prefer optimists, females showed 

a stronger optimistic bias when choosing a mate than the males did. 

Therefore, pessimistic men should be in a worse situation than 

pessimistic women, because the pessimistic men would be less attractive 

to women than the pessimistic women would be to men. 
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CHAPTER VI 

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

Many interesting findings were gleaned from these two studies. 

Optimism and pessimism are correlated with several aspects of 

relationships, specifically satisfaction, level of commitment and effort, 

conflict and at tachment styles, and date selection. It is important to note 

that couples in the first experiment were older than participants in the 

second study. Relationships of all types were analyzed in the first study, 

from dating couples who had been together for just a few months to 

couples who had been married for over fifty years. The sample had a 

large population of couples who had been married for over seven years, 

so the results should be generalizable to stable married couples, as well 

as to dating couples, who comprised a little less than half of the sample. 

In general, optimism is good for relationships. The hypotheses 

were supported in that sense. The main hypotheses that were not 

supported were those that discussed optimist-pessimist couples. These 

couples were not less satisfied than the pessimist-pessimist couples. For 

most of the analyses, the optimist-optimist couples, optimist-pessimist 

couples, and pessimist-pessimist couples manifested linear results. The 

more optimism in the relationship, whether it matched the partner's 

optimism or not, was more adaptive. "Adaptiveness" included higher 
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satisfaction, higher esteem, conflict strategies involving the couple as a 

team, rather than a dictator/follower, and fewer insecure attachment 

styles. The linear relationship held true, even though in optimist-

pessimist couples, the partners possessed different outlooks on life. In a 

few cases, the males in the optimist-pessimist couples even surpassed 

the males in the optimist-optimist category in the scores for the 

independent variables (i.e., the integrating and compromising conflict 

styles), but that was a function of the number of male optimists 

compared to the number of female optimists. 

When couples were divided into groups in the first study, the 

optimist-pessimist couples were also divided into female optimist-male 

pessimist couples and male optimist-female pessimist couples. Only 

eight couples fell into the female optimist-male pessimist category, but 

21 couples consisted of a male optimist and a female pessimist. Since It 

was hypothesized that female optimist-male pessimist couples would 

achieve more success, that finding was surprising. It is possible that 

since males initiate courtship, more male optimists may be in 

relationships, because the pessimists may not attempt to initiate 

courtship, for fear of failure. The best explanation for this finding, 

though, was discovered in Study II. The females preferred optimists to 

pessimists as friends and as relationship partners, and the females 

found the optimists more warm and friendly and more likable in general. 
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Females, including female optimists, may not wish to enter into a 

relationship with a pessimistic male. Reasons for this finding can only 

be speculated. Trivers' (1972) research indicated that there could be 

evolutionary explanations for the fact that women may be choosier in 

their mate selection than men. Women invest their energy into 

maximizing the fitness of their own offspring, and therefore may be more 

selective in their choice of a father to provide genes for these children. 

Men, on the other hand, may fertilize many females, and have many 

more chances to spread their genes that the females do. Using this 

research, it can be deduced that women may choose optimists over 

pessimists to a greater extent that men do because optimism is a more 

desirable trait and women are more selective than men. Although males 

preferred optimists to pessimists (this held true for male pessimists as 

well), there seems to be a better chance for a pessimistic female to find a 

relationship with an optimistic male than for a pessimistic male to find a 

relationship with an optimistic female. Supporting the hypotheses, 

female optimist-male pessimist couples did report more optimism than 

the male optimist-female pessimist couples and also reported putting 

more effort into the relationship. These were the only significant results 

for that hypothesis, and though this may show a positive bias toward the 

success of the female optimist-male pessimist relationship, there may not 
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be enough differences to justify encouraging this type of relationship 

when females tend to prefer optimistic rather than pessimistic partners. 

Study II showed that people do prefer optimists to pessimists, 

although pessimists have a better chance in attracting other pessimists 

than they do in attracting optimists. Overall, the entire study shows 

support for optimism. It is better for relationship selection and success 

to be optimistic, especially when satisfaction, length of relationship, 

esteem, effort, and conflict resolution are considered. In addition, the 

process of finding a mate is facilitated by an optimistic outlook, because 

people are attracted to optimists, regardless of their own outlook on life. 

Special Concerns and Future Directions 

Research in the future concerning optimism and pessimism in 

relationships could be improved by finding a way to gather data from 

more pessimists. This study did have an optimistic bias, and readers 

were cautioned at the beginning of the results section of Study I to keep 

in mind that "pessimists" in this study may actually be less optimistic 

than the optimists, rather than truly pessimistic. The present 

experiment may show trends for the pessimists, but further analyses 

with a more pessimistic population should be conducted in order to 

confirm the results. 
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Future ideas for research in this area include other relationship 

issues such as the parenting styles of optimist-optimist couples, 

pessimist-pessimist couples, or mixed couples. Decision-making could 

be examined further, separating conflict from other types of decision

making situations. The determination of which conflict styles were most 

adaptive was made from Rahim's (1983b) description of when each 

conflict style would be best used. Experiments actually testing the 

conflict styles as they applied to these couples in particular would 

provide more accurate results and have strong implications for marriage 

and family therapy. 

Another interesting aspect of research is the study of the endings 

of optimist-optimist, optimist-pessimist, and pessimist-pessimist 

relationships. Questions such as who initiated the ending of the 

relationship, who attempts to keep the relationship intact, and who takes 

more time to recover from that type of loss would be interesting to study. 

Also, after a relationship with a pessimist, would an optimist or a 

pessimist be more likely to avoid pessimists in the future? 

According to the literature, optimism may be beneficial to the 

physical and social well-being of people (Carver, Kus, 86 Scheier, 1994; 

Scheier and Carver (1992); and Seligman (1991). Optimists are healthier 

than pessimists, recover faster from illness, and are more well-liked by 

their peers than pessimists. One would speculate that a healthy, well-
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liked person would be more desirable in a relationship, and have a more 

successful relationship than a person who has a negative attitude toward 

life and love, and is in poorer health. Therefore, it may be beneficial to 

society for therapists to encourage people to seek out optimists, and also 

to encourage pessimists to take another look at life, become less critical 

of the status quo, and to be more accepting of and willing to work with 

others. According to Seligman (1991), this alteration of outlook is 

possible and could provide for a more satisfying life. 

People who are in relationships with healthy mates can focus 

energy on aspects of the relationship other than health, and make their 

relationship a happy and exciting one. This is not a guarantee, but if a 

partner is unhealthy, health may be the only issue dealt with in the 

relationship. In addition, couples in which both partners are well-Jiked 

will most likely have more friends than other couples. If one partner is 

pessimistic and not well-liked, that image can be projected onto both 

partners, sabotaging attempts for either partner to make friends. 

j ^ Therefore, optimism is beneficial to a relationship, according to the 

results of this study, and is also beneficial to an individual, according to 
3 

the literature. 

This line of research is interesting and exciting, and it has just 

begun. All that can be concluded at this time is that optimism seems to 

be more adaptive than pessimism in relationships, and in finding new 
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partners. Hopefully more specific answers to these questions can be 

found in the future. 
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APPENDIX A 

THE LIFE ORIENTATION TEST - REVISED 

Use the following key to answer the items below. 

A — Strongly agree 
B — Moderately agree 
C — Neither agree nor disagree 
D — Moderately disagree 
E ~ Strongly disagree 

1. In uncertain times, I usually expect the best. 

2. It's easy for me to relax.* 

3. If something can go wrong for me, it will. 

4. I'm always optimistic about my future. 

5. I enjoy my friends a lot.* 

6. It's important for me to keep busy.* 

7. I hardly ever expect things to go my way. 

8. I don't get upset too easily.* 

9. I rarely count on good things to happen to me. 

10. Overall, I expect more good things to happen to me than bad. 

*Filler item 
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APPENDIX B 

THE RAHIM ORGANIZATIONAL CONFLICT INVENTORY-II 

A = Strongly agree 
B = Moderately agi^ee 
C = Neither agree nor disagree 
D = Moderately disagree 
E = Strongly disagree 

1. I try to investigate an issue with my partner to find a solution 
acceptable to us . 

2. I generally try to satisfy the needs of my partner. 
3. I attempt to avoid being "put on the spot" and try to keep my 

conflict with my partner to myself 
4. I try to integrate my ideas with those of my partner to come up 

with a decision jointly. 
5. I will give some to get some. 
6. I try to work with my partner to find solutions to a problem which 

satisfy our expectations. 
7. I usually avoid open discussion of my differences with my partner. 
8. I usually hold on to my solution to a problem. 
9. I try to find a middle course to resolve an impasse. 
10. I use my influence to get my ideas accepted. 
11. I use my authority to make a decision in my favor. 
12. I usually accommodate the needs of my partner. 
13. I give in to the wishes of my partner. 
14. I win some and I lose some. 
15. I exchange accurate information with my partner to solve a 

problem together. 
16. I sometimes help my partner to make a decision in his favor. 
17. I usually allow concessions to my partner. 
18. I argue my case with my partner to show the merits of my position. 
19. I try to play down our differences to reach a compromise. 
20. I usually propose a middle ground for breaking deadlocks. 
21. I negotiate with my partner so that a compromise can be reached. 
22. I try to stay away from disagreement with my partner. 
23. I avoid an encounter with my partner. 
24. I use my expertise to made a decision in my favor. 
25. I often go along with the suggestions of my partner. 
26. I use "give and take" so that a compromise can be made. 
27. I am generally firm in pursuing my side of the issue. 
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28. I try to bring all our concerns out in the open so that the issues 
can be resolved in the best possible way. 

29. I collaborate with my partner to come up with decisions acceptable 
to us . 

30. I try to satisfy the expectations of my partner. 
31 . I sometimes use my power to win a competitive situation. 
32. I try to keep my disagreement with my partner to myself in order to 

avoid hard feelings. 
33. I try to avoid unpleasant exchanges with my partner. 
34. I generally avoid an argument with my partner. 
35. I try to work with my partner for a proper understanding of a 

problem. 

> 
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APPENDIX C 

THE LOVE RELATIONSHIPS BIOGRAPHY 

1. What is your marital status? 
(A) Single, never married (B) Married and living with spouse 
(C) Married but separated (D) Divorced 
(E) Previously divorced and now remarried 

If you are married, please skip to the next questionnaire. 

2. 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 

3. How many times have you been in love? 
(A) None (B) One (C) Two (D) Three to five 
(E) More than five 

4. Have you every been in love with more than one person at the 
same time? 
(A) No (B) Yes 

5. 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 

6. 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 

7. Have you fallen out of love within the past few months? 
(A) No (B) Yes 

8. 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) Very important—one of the most important things in life 
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9. 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 

10. 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 sexual 

11. Are you in love with your relationship partner? 
(A) Not in a relationship (B) No (C) Yes 

12. 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 

13. Do you live with your relationship partner? 
(A) Not in a relationship (B) No (C) Yes 

14. How many previous romantic relationships have you had? 
(A) None (B) One (C) Two (D) Three (E) Four or more 

15. How many previous sexual relationships have you been involved 
in? 
(A) None (B) One (C) Two (D) Three (E) Four or more 

16. Have you had a relationship breakup (or divorce) within the past 
year? 
(A) No (B) Yes 

17. Did your parents divorce? 
(A) No (B) Yes, when 1 was under the age of 10 
(C) Yes, when I was between the ages of 10 and 13. 
(D) Yes, when I was between the ages of 14 and 18. 
(E) Yes, when I was over the age of 18. 

18. How long do you think your current relationship will last? 
(A) It will be over within the next few months 
(B) Four to six months (C) Six months to one year 
(D) More than one year, but not forever 
(E) Forever 
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APPENDIX D 

LOVE ATTITUDES SCALE 

For each statement below, fill in the response on your Scantron 
answer sheet that shows how much you agree or disagree with that 
statement. Whenever possible, answer the questions with your current 
partner in mind. If you are not currently dating anyone, answer with 
your most recent partner in mind. If you have never been in love, answer 
in terms of what you think your responses would most likely be. 

For each statement: 
A=Strongly agree with the statement. 
B=Moderately agree with the statement. 
C=Neutral, neither agree nor disagree. 
D=Moderately disagree with the statement. 
E=Strongly disagree with the statement. 

1. My partner and I have the right physical "chemistry" between us. 
2. I feel that my partner and I were meant for each other. 
3. My partner and I really understand each other. 
4. My partner fits my ideal standards of physical 

beauty/ handsomeness. 
5. I believe that what my partner doesn't know about me won't hurt 

him/her . 
6. I have sometimes had to keep my partner from finding out about 

other lovers. 
7. My partner would get upset if he/she know of some of the things 

I've done with other people. 
8. I enjoy playing the "game of love" with my partner and a number of 

other partners. 
9. Our love is the best kind because it grew out of a long friendship. 
10. Our friendship merged gradually into love over time. 
11. Our love is really a deep friendship, not a mysterious, mystical 

emotion. 
12. Our love relationship is the most satisfying because it developed 

from a good friendship. 
13. A main consideration in choosing my partner was how he/she 

would reflect on my family. 
14. An important factor in choosing my partner was whether or not 

he / she would be a good parent. 
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15. One consideration in choosing my partner was how he / she would 
reflect on my career. 

16. 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. 

17. When my partner doesn't pay attention to me, I feel sick all over. 
18. Since I've been in love with my partner, I've had trouble 

concentrating on anything else. 
19. I cannot relax if 1 suspect that my partner is with someone else. 
20. If my partner ignores me for awhile, I sometimes do stupid things 

to try to get his /her attention back. 
21. I would rather suffer myself than let my partner suffer. 
22. I cannot be happy unless I place my partner's happiness before my 

own. 
23. I am usually willing to sacrifice my own wishes to let my partner 

achieve his /hers . 
24. I would endure all things for the sake of my partner. 
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APPENDIX E 

RELATIONSHIP ASSESSMENT SCALE 

Please mark on the answer sheet the letter for each item which 
best answers that item for you: 

1. How well does your partner meet your needs? 
A B O D E 

Poorly Average Extremely well 

2. In general, how satisfied are you with your relationship? 
A B O D E 

Unsatisfied Average Extremely satisfied 

3. How good is your relationship compared to most? 
A B O D E 

Poor Average Excellent 

4. How often do you wish you hadn't gotten in this relationship? 
A B O D E 

Never Average Very often 

5. To what extent has your relationship met your original 
expectations? 

A B O D E 
Hardly at all Average Completely 

How much do you love your partner? 
A B C 

Not much Average 
D E 

Very much 

How many problems are there in your relationship? 
A B O D E 

Very few Average Very many 
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MISCELLANEOUS SCALES ADMINISTERED 
WITH THE RELATIONSHIP ASSESSMENT SCALE 

Esteem 

8. Overall, how do you feel about yourself? 
A B C 

Very good Average 
D E 

Very poor 

Permanence 

9. How likely is it that your current relationship will be permanent? 
A B O D E 

Very unlikely Uncertain Very likely 

10. How likely is it that you and your current partner will be together 
six months from now? 

A B O D E 
Very unlikely Uncertain Very likely 

Commitment 

11. In your opinion, how committed is your mate to this relationship? 
A B O D E 

Not much Average Very committed 

12. How committed are you to this relationship? 
A B C D 

Not much Average 
E 

Very committed 
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Alternative Relationships 

13. How good are your chances of attracting another potential partner? 
A B O D E 

Poor Average Very good 

14. How good are your partner's chances of attracting another 
potential partner? 

A B O D E 
Poor Average Very good 

Investment 

15. All things considered, how much effort (time, resources, emotion, 
etc.) have you put into your relationship? 

A B O D E 
Not much Average Very much 

16. All things considered, how much effort (time, resources, emotion, 
etc.) has your partner put into your relationship? 

A B O D E 
Not much Average Very much 
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APPENDIX F 

MEASURE OF ATTACHMENT QUALITIES 

Use the following key to answer the items below. 

A — Strongly agree 
B — Moderately agree 
C — Neither agree nor disagree 
D — Moderately disagree 
E — Strongly disagree 

1. I get uncomfortable when someone wants to be very close. 
2. I find it easy to be close to others. 
3 . I prefer not to be too close to others. 
4. I am very comfortable being close to others. 
5. Others want me to be more intimate than I feel comfortable being. 
6. I often worry that my partner doesn't really love me. 
7. I often worry that my partner will not want to stay with me. 
8. I don't worry about others abandoning me. 
9. I have trouble getting others to be as close as I want them to be. 
10. I find others often are reluctant to get as close as I would like to be. 
11. My desire to merge sometimes scares people away. 
12. When I'm close to someone it gives me a sense of comfort about life 

in general. 
13. It feels relaxing and good to be close to someone. 
14. Being close to someone gives me a source of strength for other 

activities. 
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APPENDIX G 

SATISFACTION WITH LIFE SCALE 

Use the following key to answer the items below on the Scantron 
answer sheet. 

A - Strongly agree 
B - Moderately agree 
C - Neither agree nor disagree 
D - Moderately disagree 
E - Strongly disagree 

1. In most ways, my life is close to ideal. 

2. The conditions of my life are excellent. 

3. I am satisfied with my life. 

4. So far, I have gotten the important things I want out of life. 

5. If I could live my life over again, I would change almost nothing. 
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APPENDIX H 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR STUDY I 

Thank you for participating in this study. 

Before you begin, please read these instructions carefully. It is 
important that both you and your partner fill out the questionnaire. The 
number in the social security blank will be for both of you. Your names, 
however, will not be associated with that number in any way. All your 
responses will be kept completely confidential, so please answer the 
questions as honestly as you can. It is most helpful to the investigators 
if you can answer all the items, but if any item makes you 
uncomfortable, you may skip it, and you may discontinue participation 
at any time. Please do not talk to your partner while filling out the 
questionnaires, and do not discuss any issue regarding the study until 
you have both turned in your Scantron answer sheets. You do not have 
to fill them out at the same time, but you must both fill them out. 

Please read and sign the consent form if you agree to participate in the 
study. Please use a pencil to bubble in the responses on the answer 
sheet. If you are married, there will be a section for you to skip. Make 
sure you skip the corresponding spaces on the answer sheet as well. For 
example if you are to skip from question 8 to question 26, make sure 
that you begin your next section on number 26 on the answer sheet and 
that the skipped items are blank on the answer sheet. Your form 
number is filled in on either line 136 or 137. Therefore, you will see 
either one or two blank spaces on your answer sheet after you finish the 
questionnaire. You should end on number 134. 

When you finish, you may fill out the form which enters you in a raffle to 
win gift certificates to either Dillard's or Chili's. Your name on this form 
will not be associated with your answers on the Scantron. Your 
anonymity will be protected. The raffle is optional, and is offered as a 
token of our appreciation for your time.When you are finished, please 
return the Scantron, Consent Form, and raffle entry to the person who 
distributed them to you. 

Thank you very much for your participation. 
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APPENDIX I 

BACKGROUND INVENTORY 

1. 

2. 

8. 

Please circle the response that answers the question accurately for 
you. 

I am a: (A) Male (B) Female 

My ethnic heritage is: 
(A) Black (B) White-non-Hispanic (C) White-Hispanic (D) Asian 
(E) Other 

My age is: 
(A) 19 or less (B) 20-22 (C) 23-30 (D) 31-40 (E) Over 40 

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 

My parents' educational level is: 
(A) One or both have graduate degrees 
(B) One or both graduated from college 
(C) One or both had some college 
(D) One or both graduated from high school 
(E) Neither parent completed high school 

The quality of my parents' marriage is /was (if deceased or 
divorced): 
(A) Very good (B) Good (C) Average (D) Poor (E) Very poor 

I have the following number of brothers and sisters: 
(A) None - only child (B) One (C) Two (D) Three 
(E) Four or more 
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APPENDIX J 

MARRIAGE DEMOGRAPHICS 

If you are not married, please skip this section. You are finished with the 
questionnaire. If you are married, please answer these questions on 
your Scantron answer sheet. 

1. How long have you been married? 
(A) Less than one year (B) One to two years 
(C) Two to seven years (D) Seven to fifteen years 
(E) More than fifteen years 

2. How many marriages (including your current marriage) have you had? 
(A) One (B) Two (C) Three (D) Four (E) Five or more 

3. How many children do you have? 
(A) None (B) One (C) Two 
(E) Five or more 

(D) Three to four 

4. What is the age of your youngest child? 
(A) Under 3 (B) 3-5 (C) 6-12 (D) 13-19 

5. What is the age of your oldest child? 
(A) Under 3 (B) 3-5 (C) 6-12 (D) 13-19 

(E) 20 or over 

(E) 20 or over 
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APPENDIX K 

CONSENT FORM: STUDY I 

I hereby give my consent to participate in this project entitled "Love 
Relationships." I understand that I may contact Dr. Clyde Hendrick 
(742-3780) with questions or comments in the Department of 
Psychology, Texas Tech University. I understand that the purpose of this 
project is to learn about what kind of impressions we make about other 
people. I understand that there are no physical or psychological risks 
associated with this study and that the study will take about 40 minutes 
of my time. 

I have been informed that my performance in this study is voluntary and 
I may discontinue participation at any time without penalty. I also am 
aware that my responses will be kept confidential. Only the people who 
are doing research in connection with the questionnaires will have access 
to the data from this study. 

Dr. Clyde Hendrick has agreed to answer any inquiries I may have 
concerning the procedures and has informed me that I may contact the 
TTU Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects by 
writing to them in care of the Office of Research Services, TTU, or by 
calling 742-3884. 

If this research project causes any physical injury to participants in this 
study, treatment is not necessarily available at TTU nor at the Student 
Health Center, nor is there necessarily 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. R. Sweazy, Vice Provost for Research, 
203 Holden HaU, phone 742-3884. 

I have read the above and give my consent to complete this study. 

Signature Date 

Experimenter Date 
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APPENDIX L 

ORDERS OF THE QUESTIONNAIRES FOR STUDY I 

Order 1 

Background Inventory 
Love Relationships Biography 
Rahim Organizational Conflict Inventory-II 
Life Orientation Test-Revised 
Relationship Assessment Scale 
Love Attitudes Scale 
Measure of Attachment Qualities 
Satisfaction With Life Scale 
Marriage Demographics 

Order 2 

Love Attitudes Scale 
Love Relationships Biography 
Measure of Attachment (^alities 
Background Inventory 
Relationship Assessment Scale 
Rahim Organizational Conflict Scale-U 
Life Orientation Scale-Revised 
Satisfaction With Life Scale 
Marriage Demographics 

Order 3 

Rahim Organizational Conflict Inventory-II 
Measure of Attachment (^alities 
Love Attitudes Scale 
Relationship Assessment Scale 
Life Orientation Test-Revised 
Background Inventory 
Love Relationships Biography 
Satisfaction With Life Scale 
Marriage Demographics 
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Order 4 

Measure of Attachment (^alities 
Love Attitudes Scale 
Background Inventory 
Relationship Assessment Scale 
Love Relationships Biography 
Life Orientation Test-Revised 
Rahim Organizational Conflict Inventory-II 
Satisfaction With Life Scale 
Marriage Demographics 

Order 5 

Measure of Attachment Qualities 
Love Attitudes Scale 
Life Orientation Test-Revised 
Rahim Organizational Conflict Scale-U 
Love Relationships Biography 
Background Inventory 
Relationship Assessment Scale 
Satisfaction With Life Scale 
Marriage Demographics 

Order 6 

Background Inventory 
Love Relationships Biography 
Relationship Assessment Scale 
Love Attitudes Scale 
Measure of Attachment Qualities 
Rahim Organizational Conflict Inventory-II 
Life Orientation Test - Revised 
Satisfaction With Life Scale 
Marriage Demographics 
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APPENDIX M 

CENTER FOR EPIDEMIOLOGICAL STUDIES—DEPRESSION SCALE 

Using the scale below, circle the letter below each item which best 
describes how often you felt or behaved this way -DURING THE PAST 
WEEK. 

A = Rarely of none of the time (less than 1 day) 
B = Some or a little of the time (1-2 days) 
C = Occasionally or a moderate amount of time (3-4 days) 
D = Most of or all of the time (5-7 days) 

DURING THE PAST WEEK: 

1. I was bothered by things that usually don't bother me. 
2. I did not feel like eating; my appetite was poor. 
3. I felt that I could not shake off the blues even with the help of my 

family or friends. 
4. I felt that I was just as good as other people. 
5. I had trouble keeping my mind on what I was doing. 
6. I felt depressed. 
7. I felt that everything I did was an effort. 
8. I felt hopeful about the future. 
9. I thought my life had been a failure. 
10. I felt tearful. 
11. My sleep was restless. 
12. I was happy. 
13. I talked less than usual. 
14. I felt lonely. 
15. People were unfriendly. 
16. I enjoyed life. 
17. 1 had crying spells. 
18. I felt sad. 
19. I felt that people disliked me. 
20. I could not get "going." 
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APPENDIX N 

DAILY FEELINGS SCALE 

People vary during the day in their mood or feeling tone. Part of 
this research is to obtain a measure of mood during different times of the 
day. For the list of words below that describe moods or feelings, please 
rate how you feel at this moment. Please indicate the response that gives 

Time 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 

diate impression 

A = 
B = 
0 = 
D = 
E = 

Agitated 
Happy 
Suffering 
Pleasant 
Disgusted 
Contented 
Angry 
Joyful 
Bitter 
Enthusiastic 
Forlorn 
Agreeable 
Annoyed 
Glad 
Irritated 
Satisfied 
Gloomy 
Good 
Discouraged 
Cheerful 

of how you i 

= Very much 
= Quite a bit 
= Moderately 
= A little 
= Not at all 
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APPENDIX O 

CONSENT FORM: STUDY II 

I hereby give my consent to participate in this project entitled "Person 
Perception." 1 understand that I may contact Dr. Clyde Hendrick (742-
3780) with questions or comments in the Department of Psychology, 
Texas Tech University. I understand that the purpose of this project is to 
learn about what kind of impressions we make about other people. I 
understand that there are no physical or psychological risks associated 
with this study and that the study will take about 30 minutes of my 
time. 

I have been informed that my performance in this study is voluntary and 
I may discontinue participation at any time without penalty. I also am 
aware that my responses will be kept confidential. Only the people who 
are doing research in connection with the questionnaires will have access 
to the data from this study. 

Dr. Clyde Hendrick has agreed to answer any inquiries I may have 
concerning the procedures and has informed me that I may contact the 
TTU Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects by 
writing to them in care of the Office of Research Services, TTU, or by 
calling 742-3884. 

If this research project causes any physical injury to participants in this 
study, treatment is not necessarily available at TTU nor at the Student 
Health Center, nor is there necessarily 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. R. Sweazy, Vice Provost for Research, 
203 Holden Hall, phone 742-3884. 

I have read the above and give my consent to complete this study. 

Signature Date 

Experimenter Date 
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APPENDIX P 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR STUDY II 

PERSON PERCEPTION 

This study is about how people see other people. We are interested 
in what kind of impression you will get by reading the responses of other 
people on certain questionnaires. This gives you only incomplete 
information about a person, and we would like to know how important 
that small amount of information is to people's impressions of one 
another. 

On the next page is a brief questionnaire filled out by another 
person. Look at that person's responses, form an impression of the 
person, and then turn the page and rate the person on the Interpersonal 
Assessment Survey. After you complete these ratings, turn the page and 
form an impression of the second person; then rate that person on the 
Interpersonal Assessment Survey. 

When you are finished, please bring your materials to the 
experimenter. 

Thank you for your participation. 
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APPENDIX Q 

INTERPERSONAL ASSESSMENT SURVEY 

How optimistic does this person seem to be? 

A B 
Very much 

D E 
Not at all 

2. How warm and friendly does this person seem to be? 

A B 
Very much 

D E 
Not at all 

How happy would you consider this person to be? 

A B 
Very much 

D E 
Not at all 

How much do you like this person in general? 

A B 
Very much 

D E 
Not at all 

5. How much do you think you would like this person as a 
friend? 

A B 
Very much 

D E 
Not at all 

6. How likely would you be to seek out a person with these 
characteristics as a romantic partner? 

A B 
Very likely 

D E 
Not likely 
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APPENDIX R 

TABLE R. 1: EFFECT SIZES FOR SIGNIFICANT 
RESULTS FROM HYPOTHESIS 6 AND 

RELATED ANALYSES 

184 

iaatfiiXr-j;. ,::• .:cj::^jrsnf\<'-^ • •mt 



Table R. 1 Continued 

Regression Variables Effect Size 

Average Couple Optimism and 
Average Domination Score -17.32 

Optimism and Ambivalence-
Worry Attachment Style -6.76 

Optimism and Ambivalence-
Merger Attachment Style -4.25 

Optimism and Avoidance 
Attachment Style -2.92 

Average Couple Optimism and 
Average Couple Ambivalence-
Worry Attachment Style -7.13 

Average Couple Optimism and 
Average Couple Ambivalence-
Merger Attachment Style -5.71 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.004 

.001 

.99 

14 

.05 

.03 

.31 

.001 .20 
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