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ABSTRACT 

Being able to overlook transgressions that occur during daily life is an important part of 

maintaining a satisfying romantic relationship (Kachadourian, Fincham, & Davilla, 

2005). Additionally, in romantic relationships, there are many instances when an 

individual is uncertain that a transgression has occurred due to the uncertainty of the 

situation. It is these ambiguous situations that warrant giving one’s partner the benefit of 

the doubt in order to maintain (and possibly increase) relationship satisfaction (Edwards 

& Hendrick, 2012). The current study serves as an exploratory analysis to further validate 

the construct “giving the benefit of the doubt” (GBOD), as well as to demonstrate 

validity of the Giving the Benefit of the Doubt Scale (GBODS; Edwards & Hendrick, 

2012).  First, exploratory factor analyses revealed a two-factor structure of the GBODS. 

Using the two-factor structure for analyses, correlation analyses revealed associations in 

predicted directions between GBOD and interpersonal dependency, perception of positive 

and negative partner qualities, trust, commitment, and relationship satisfaction. 

Regression analyses were conducted with the above variables in order to examine the 

most significant predictors of Factor One and Two of the GBODS. ANOVAs revealed 

non-significant effects for gender and relational say/power. Implications for these 

findings are discussed. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

For many people, the notion of love tempts them with ideas of being 

unconditionally accepted and supported by a romantic partner. These projected feelings 

of assured stability and unwavering affection seem critical for relationship well-being, 

satisfaction, and stability (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Brickman, 1987; Holmes & 

Rempel, 1989; Reis & Shaver, 1988). However, many individuals who open themselves 

up to another, find it difficult to overcome the conflicts and difficulties that occur in 

relationships, making their hopes for unconditional love and acceptance seem 

unsustainable. 

Attaching one’s well-being to another’s is no simple or easy task, for it invites 

with it intense feelings of vulnerability to the self. In fact, perhaps in no other context 

than in romantic relationships do individuals willingly open themselves up in such 

vulnerable ways. Typically, individuals will not expose themselves to such a possibility 

for pain unless they are reasonably sure they can reliably depend on the other person not 

to disappoint, or disappear. 

Inevitably though, the other person does disappoint. Because there are no perfect 

people in the world, increased interdependence provides an increased number of 

opportunities for a partner to fall short of one’s hopes and ideals. Continued involvement 

between romantic partners depends on being able to accept a partner’s shortcomings and 

look past the occasional transgression. In fact, overlooking small and large transgressions 

that occur in romantic relationships was described by spouses as one of the most 
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important characteristics for relationship satisfaction and longevity (Kachadourian, 

Fincham, & Davila, 2005). 

Giving the Benefit of the Doubt 

Considering the importance for individuals to look past their partner’s 

shortcomings and transgressions, individuals must develop psychological mechanisms 

and strategies for maintaining a charitable view of their partners (Murray & Holmes, 

2011). One such strategy, emerging from the attribution theory tradition, is called “giving 

the benefit of the doubt.” In romantic relationships, to give the benefit of the doubt 

(GBOD) means to consciously choose to lean towards a favorable view of a partner 

(Edwards, 2011). This occurs when individuals have some potentially incriminating 

evidence against a partner, but the evidence is lacking in some way (e.g., completeness, 

reliability, validity). Thus, individuals may regulate perceptions of their partners in a 

self/relationship-protective way, choosing to view their partners in a favorable light 

because the ambiguity of the situation warrants that they still can. In short, giving the 

benefit of the doubt to a partner helps individuals maintain a favorable view of their 

partner while overlooking a transgression. In this way, individuals who give their partners 

the benefit of the doubt are able to (at least temporarily) relieve their feelings of 

vulnerability and reestablish a sense of assured stability in their relationship after a 

partner’s transgression. 

The Discomfort after a Transgression 

For couples who have committed themselves to one another and whose 

interdependence is high, transgression can mean a great deal of discomfort for both 

individuals. As both individuals have invested a great deal of time and effort into the 
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relationship, continued investment in their relationship will be contingent upon reaching 

some sort of resolution between their hopes (that they will have a happy relationship 

again) and doubts (that they will be betrayed again) if they are to justify their continuing 

commitment to the relationship (Abelson, 1959; Epstein, 1982; Festinger, 1957). 

 

Resolution from this discomfort typically involves one of two decisions: ending 

the relationship or choosing to view one’s partner favorably despite doubts one might 

have. However, ending romantic relationships (i.e., rejection) comes with a variety of 

intense emotions and difficulties for both the individual doing the rejecting and the 

individual experiencing the rejection. For example, feelings of depression, confusion, 

fear, and loss of self-esteem are common among those who are rejected, while fear of 

being perceived by others as cruel, mean, or cold is common among those who do the 

rejecting (Perilloux & Buss, 2008). These experiences are strong deterrents that may 

preclude individuals from ending their relationships unless it is absolutely necessary. 

Individuals can also attempt to change how they think about their partner. In this 

option, individuals may initially start to gather evidence (through talking with important 

others, memories, talking with their partner, etc.) about what kind of person their partner 

is, the true nature of a transgression, or what kind of relationship the two have. In 

essence, the person may be trying to further understand the nature of the transgression, 

the partner, or the relationship. 

Attributions: Trying to Understand People and Events 

 In order to try to understand their social worlds, individuals assign causes to 

events and to other people’s behaviors. Attributions are the explanations that people make 



Texas Tech University, Amanda Edwards, August 2014 

4 
 

for events/behaviors that take place in their social world (Fincham & Bradbury, 1990; 

Heider, 1958). Attributional processes operate on the assumption that people’s 

dispositional qualities cannot be directly observed, but instead behavior can be observed, 

interpreted, and given meaning (Holtzsworth-Monroe & Jacobson, 1985). While 

assigning attributions to another’s behavior, people attempt to uncover meaning and 

broader implications of another’s actions. Persons may also begin to develop expectations 

regarding how that individual may act in the future. This is because the underlying 

dispositions of the individual are being questioned (Fincham, 2001; Gilbert, 1998; 

Weiner, 1985). Heider (1958) was the first to acknowledge the importance of attributions 

in relationships when he stated: 

If p who dislikes o also benefits o, the action will be suspect and ulterior 

motives will be looked for. The benefit is also less likely to be perceived 

as a deliberate act than as an accident. However, if p who likes o benefits 

o, there will be less exploration of motives. The benefiting act is more apt 

to be taken as natural and understandable. (pp. 258) 

 

As Heider noted, attributions assume there is an interpretation process underlying how 

people understand and explain interpersonal experiences. A partner can assess and infer 

an actor’s motives for particular behaviors, and then construct impressions of the actor’s 

personal characteristics and/or motives. All of these inferences, constructions, and 

interpretations are not bound by some objective reality, but instead are indirectly and 

subjectively created (Griffin & Ross, 1991; Holtzsworth-Monroe & Jacobson, 1985). 

 When considering attributions, both the number of attributions made and the 

dimension across which the attribution is made are important to consider (Bradbury & 

Fincham, 1990). For both positive and negative events, there have been twelve 

dimensions across which attributions have been studied. The dimensions across which 
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individuals make attributions are: locus (the cause of events being more -- or less -- 

internal to the actor); stability over time; globally influential across a variety of 

relationship situations (rather than influencing just a few, specific situations); 

intentionality (and with positive or negative intent); controllability over the cause or 

outcome of the event; being influenced by a persistent trait rather than a transitory state; 

behaving voluntarily; being motivated by selfish desires; being blameworthy; and having 

a general positive or negative attitude towards the actor (for a summary see Bradbury & 

Fincham, 1990).   

Attributions and Relationship Satisfaction 

 Relationship satisfaction is one construct that comes up naturally when studying 

attributions. Typically, the nature of attributions in relationships is studied cross-

sectionally, by presenting an individual with a situation/event (real or imagined) and 

asking the individual to rate the cause of the event and their partner’s 

blame/responsibility for the event across some of the attribution dimensions discussed 

above (e.g., stability, global influence, intent). Based on numerous cross-sectional studies 

of this kind, general findings indicate that relationship dissatisfaction is associated with a 

tendency to disparage positive partner behavior and to view a partner’s behavior in a 

general, negative light. In contrast, relationship satisfaction is associated with a tendency 

to disparage negative partner behavior and view the partner’s behavior in a general, 

positive light (Bradbury & Fincham, 1990). More specifically, individuals in distressed 

relationships tend to view their partner’s negative behavior as stable/unlikely to change 

(Camper, Jacobson, Holtzworth-Monroe, & Schmaling, 1988), global/affecting many 

areas of their relationship (Holtzworth-Monroe & Jacobson, 1985), controllable (Fincham 
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& O'Leary, 1983), intentional (Holtzworth-Monroe & Jacobson, 1985), and due to 

internal factors (Kyle & Falbo, 1985). Non-distressed individuals make similar 

attributions about their partner’s positive behavior, viewing it as stable, global, and 

controllable. 

In terms of positive behavior, individuals in distressed relationships tend to view 

their partner’s behaviors as being due to external factors (Kyle & Falbo, 1985), as less 

global/affecting few areas of the relationship (Holtzworth-Monroe & Jacobson, 1985), 

less stable/consistent across time (Camper et al., 1988), less controllable (Fincham & 

O'Leary, 1983), and as being unintentional and/or involuntary (Holtzworth-Monroe & 

Jacobson, 1985). Intimates in non-distressed relationships tend to view their partner’s 

negative behaviors in these ways (i.e., due to external factors, unstable, uncontrollable, 

and unintentional). In short, individuals in distressed relationships make attributions that 

maintain the distress in their relationships, whereas individuals in non-distressed/satisfied 

relationships make attributions that enhance their relationships (Holtzworth-Monroe & 

Jacobson, 1985). 

Although cross-sectional studies indicate that measures of attributions and 

relationship satisfaction co-vary reliably, experimental and longitudinal studies are also 

needed to demonstrate a causal relationship between attributions and relationship 

satisfaction. Seligman, Fazio, and Zanna (1980) hypothesized that the manipulation of an 

individual’s explanation for being in a relationship would influence the degree of 

satisfaction he/she felt in his/her relationship. Namely, individuals whose extrinsic 

reasons for being in their relationship were made salient (e.g., “he/she has a lot of 

money”) were expected to report less satisfaction than individuals for whom intrinsic 
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reasons (e.g., “we have fun together”) were made salient. As predicted, those for whom 

extrinsic reasons for being in the relationship were made salient reported less love for 

their partner and less relationship satisfaction. Hence, researchers manipulated 

satisfaction by manipulating the types of attributions made about the relationship. This 

finding lends support to the idea that attributions initiate (or perhaps maintain) 

relationship satisfaction, and not that the affective tone in the relationship causes the type 

of attribution. Of course, a reciprocal relationship between the type of attribution made 

and relationship satisfaction could exist as well. 

Clinical outcome research also helps shed light on the nature of the association 

between attributions and relationship satisfaction. For instance, Margolin and Weiss 

(1978) conducted a treatment outcome study using a cognitively-oriented intervention 

with couples in couples therapy. They assigned distressed couples to either a control 

group receiving non-specific, supportive counseling, or to one of two treatment 

conditions in which couples received training in (a) communication skills, or (b) 

communication skills and cognitive restructuring. The purpose of the cognitive 

restructuring was to “help spouses abandon blaming attributions, to accept greater 

personal responsibility for relationship failure, and to be more accepting of their partners’ 

positive efforts” (Margolin & Weiss, 1978, p. 1485). Negative communication patterns 

decreased for all three groups, but individuals in the cognitive restructuring group (b) 

reported higher mean relationship satisfaction than the other two groups after four hours 

of skills training. Hence, these findings corroborate those taken from experimental 

research and point to the idea that the type of attribution being used causes an affect 

response (i.e., satisfaction or dissatisfaction), and not vice versa. 
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Longitudinal research has also aided in understanding the causal relationship 

between attributions and relationship satisfaction. And although longitudinal research 

cannot be used to infer causality by itself, the measurement of variables at two (or more) 

points in time can yield findings that are consistent with causal associations (Bradbury & 

Fincham, 1990). When considered in conjunction with experimental and clinical outcome 

research, longitudinal research can lend support to a causal relationship. One exemplary 

longitudinal study was conducted by Fincham and Bradbury (1987) and examined 

partners’ satisfaction, and responsibility and causal attributions in response to five marital 

events. The study was conducted over two years, with twelve months in between each 

data collection. Fincham and Bradbury (1987) found good stability in partners’ scores 

(for both the types of attributions they were making and relationship satisfaction) from 

Time 1 to Time 2. In addition, while controlling for Time 1 satisfaction scores, Time 1 

attribution indices predicted Time 2 satisfaction scores, pointing to the idea that the 

attributions causally influence marital satisfaction. Interestingly, the effect was 

exaggerated for wives. Hence, wives’ relationship distress at Time 2 was greater to the 

extent that they made unfavorable causal and responsibility attributions for their 

husbands’ behavior at Time 1 (Fincham & Bradbury, 1987). Again, support for a link in 

which attributions influence satisfaction was found, although bidirectional relations 

cannot be ruled out. 

From the extensive research just presented, it is clear that assigning the causes of 

a partner’s behavior has important implications for many emotions that may be felt in a 

relationship. However, attempting to perceive one’s partner or the event more accurately 

(or more based on a seemingly objective reality) may do little to resolve negative 
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feelings. Furthermore, accurately understanding the partner's real weaknesses and 

character flaws may create more discomfort and tension in the relationship. For example, 

Sue would most likely not feel comforted by gaining the knowledge that her husband, 

Bob, is in fact selfish and arrogant. Instead, resolution of discomfort in the relationship 

may necessitate not viewing one’s partner more accurately, but instead viewing them as 

more positive than they are in reality. Perhaps Sue instead chooses to view Bob as being 

under a lot of pressure at work, and explains his selfish and arrogant behavior by telling 

herself that his behavior is really a cry for affection and support. 

Positive Illusions 

Although Sue’s original line of thinking above holds intuitive appeal for intimates 

(i.e., viewing the accurate reality of one’s relationship partner seems more favorable than 

seeing them in an illusionary light), recent research holds the opposite may be true 

(Murray & Holmes, 1993, 1994; Murray, Holmes, & Griffin, 1996a, 1996b). It would 

seem that the more accurately individuals understood their partners’ real strengths and 

weaknesses, the less likely they are to be disappointed and disillusioned by them 

(Brickman, 1987; Swann, Hixon, & De Le Ronde, 1992). In fact, this thinking was the 

dominant understanding of partner perception for much of the 1980s and early 1990s. 

However, research by Sandra Murray and colleagues has demonstrated that intimates in 

the most satisfying and long-lasting relationships perceive their partners in a (positively-

skewed) illusionary way, in an attempt at sustaining a sense of continued security in their 

relationships (Murray & Holmes, 1993, 1994; Murray et al., 1996a, 1996b). 

Research on positive illusions in romantic relationships started as an extension of 

work from self-psychology developed by Taylor and Brown (1988), who were staunch 
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advocates that illusions about the self promote healthy functioning. According to Taylor 

and Brown (1988), positive self-illusions included idealizing oneself in such a way that 

exaggerated one’s perception of self-control and provided unrealistic optimism (a 

Pollyanna-effect) that actually helped buffer individuals in the face of threats to self-

esteem (e.g., negative information about oneself). Researchers extending Taylor and 

Brown’s (1988) ideas contended that positive illusions of the self provide stability for 

individuals in the face of an uncertain world (Janoff-Bulman, 1989). 

In romantic relationship research, perhaps not surprisingly, it has been suggested 

that positive illusions have a strong, positive association with relationship well-being, 

relationship satisfaction, and relationship longevity (Brickman, 1987; Murray, 1993, 

1994; Murray et al., 1996a, 1996b). Seeing romantic partners through the rosy filter of 

positive illusions may provide individuals with the optimism and security necessary to be 

able to weather stormy conflicts that arise in relationships. Positive illusions create a 

culture of goodwill and generosity in a relationship, which can be a resource for limiting 

conflicts, keeping faith in a partner’s love and preventing daily hassles from building up 

and turning into significant sources of stress (Snyder & Swann, 1978). Additionally, 

longitudinal studies demonstrate that positive illusions can also create a buffer against 

fluctuations and challenges that time can bring to a relationship (Murray et al., 1996b). It 

appears that attributional charity towards a partner lends itself well for many positive 

relationship outcomes. 

Summary 

 In the face of uncertainty, it is natural for individuals to try to make sense out of 

their social worlds (Bradbury & Fincham, 1990).  This can sometimes be difficult, 
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particularly when complete information about the partners’ actions, motives, and 

intentions is missing. In these cases, it is easy to mistakenly assume that acts resulting 

from a situation reflect a partner’s preferences. Considering this, individuals will make 

attributions about a particularly uncertain or ambiguous situation or event. However, it is 

important to note that the nature of the relationship between the two individuals affects 

what types of attributions are made. Because attributions are, in large part, personalized 

constructions about how individuals think their partners would react in a given situation, 

they are largely based on prior experience with that partner. Research supports the idea 

that, early in relationships, attributions are based on probabilistic/calculated assumptions 

about what an average person would do in a given situation. But as relationships become 

more long-term, attributions can also be based on how the partner has behaved in the past 

(Kelley, 1991). In addition, as individuals become more tightly interconnected, their 

attributions of each other’s actions often change. For example, mutually dependent 

partners tend to make attributions that are geared towards reducing anxiety, doubt, or 

uncertainty instead of forming accurate inferences as to what happened (Murray et al., 

1996; Rusbult, Van Lange, Wildschut, Yovetich, & Verette, 2000). It would seem that 

attributions take on a self-protective nature in these instances, as it seems reasonable that 

one would want to assign favorable inferences to the behavior of a partner with whom 

one was tightly connected. Positive attributions in this way can appear very similar to 

positive illusions in that their goal becomes to maintain a stable, positive judgment of 

one’s partner, rather than understanding the events based upon a seemingly objective 

reality. 
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 Attempting to maintain a stable, positive view of one’s partner in the face of 

uncertainty (and perhaps evidence to the contrary) is a difficult task, however. Perhaps 

one feels the partner could be concealing true motives/preferences or could be presenting 

him/herself in an overly desirous light. Individuals likely experience a high degree of 

cognitive dissonance between hopes and doubts about the relationship, and between their 

idealized constructions and the harsh realities of their partners (Murray et al., 1996a, 

1996b). Individuals must change the way they think about the relationship or partner in 

order to resolve their dissonance. Relief from these unpleasant feelings can involve 

managing feelings such that individuals choose to lean towards a favorable view of their 

partner again. In an ambiguous situation, this choice can involve managing feelings such 

that the individual can indeed give the partner the benefit of the doubt. 

 Preliminary examinations of GBOD support the idea that this act can indeed 

return an individual to a stable perception of a partner after a transgression prime. 

Edwards and Hendrick (2012) primed participants to think of transgressions they had 

experienced in their romantic relationships. They found that individuals who were higher 

in their tendency to give their partners the benefit of the doubt were less affected by the 

transgression prime when compared with participants who were lower in their tendency 

to give their partners the benefit of the doubt. In this way, GBOD may serve as a possible 

buffer or protective factor (i.e., protecting satisfaction) against perceived transgressions 

that take place in relationships. 

However, GBOD’s direct association with relationship satisfaction has been 

inconclusive thus far (Edwards, 2011; Edwards & Hendrick, 2012). Instead, the 

relationship between giving the benefit of the doubt and satisfaction has been inferred 
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through conceptually similar constructs that have known positive links with relationship 

satisfaction such as trust, forgiveness, and idealized views of partner (Holmes, Rempel, & 

Zanna, 1985; McCullough, Rachal, Sandage, Worthington, Brown, & Hight, 1998; 

Murray et al., 1996b). Conceptual similarity between GBOD and these constructs 

involves having faith in one’s partner’s actions, closeness, and connection, as well as 

feeling that the partner is reliable and dependable. However, it will be important to 

examine the ways in which GBOD is conceptually distinct from these constructs, and to 

establish a direct link between giving the benefit of the doubt and relationship 

satisfaction. 

The Current Study: RQ1, RQ2, and RQ3 

The purpose of the current investigation is to further validate the construct of 

GBOD by examining its relation with relationship satisfaction as well as conceptually 

similar constructs, such as positive illusions, attributions, and trust. Research questions 

and hypotheses for the current investigation are listed below. 

RQ1 Is the Giving the Benefit of the Doubt Scale (GBODS) a coherent, single-factor 

measure? 

H 1a The GBODS will factor as a single-factor measure using standard exploratory 

factor analytic approaches. 

H 1b The GBODS will factor as a single-factor measure using confirmatory factor 

analysis. 

RQ2 Will the GBODS correlate in theoretically predictable ways with other measures 

which reflect participants’ perceptions of self and perceptions of self in the relationship? 
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H 2a GBODS will correlate positively with interpersonal dependency. Interdependence 

research has demonstrated that a certain degree of reciprocal interpersonal dependency 

between partners is associated with pro-social behavior, relationship stability, and 

relationship satisfaction (Rusbult & Van Lange, 2003). As GBOD is being conceptualized 

as a pro-social behavior, it is hypothesized that individuals who report higher 

interpersonal dependency with their partners will also report a higher tendency to give the 

benefit of the doubt. 

H 2b GBODS will correlate positively with commitment to the relationship and with 

relationship satisfaction. Individuals who are highly committed to the relationship have 

invested a fair amount of time, energy, and resources into their relationship. These 

investments increase individuals’ motivations to rationalize their partner’s offense in 

order to allow the relationship to continue (Finkel, Rusbult, Kumashiro, & Hannon, 

2002). As highly committed individuals are highly motivated to continue the relationship, 

they will likely have a high tendency to give their partner the benefit of the doubt. In 

addition, previous research has found that GBOD is a possible buffer or protective factor 

(i.e., protecting satisfaction) against perceived transgressions that take place in 

relationships (Edwards & Hendrick, 2012). Hence, it is likely that GBOD is involved 

with satisfaction maintenance or increases in satisfaction. 

RQ3 Will GBODS correlate in theoretically predictable ways with measures which 

reflect participants’ perceptions of partner and partner in the relationship? 

H3a  GBODS will correlate positively with partner’s perceived positive qualities and 

will correlate negatively with partner’s perceived negative qualities (See Interpersonal 

Qualities Scale in Measures section). 
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H3b GBODS will correlate positively with participants’ trust of partner. H3a and H3b 

are based on findings that individuals are more likely to forgive their partners for 

perceived transgressions if they perceive them as having generally positive qualities (and 

thus endorse positive illusions of their partners) and trust their partners not to transgress 

again in the future (Holmes et al., 1985; McCollough et al., 1998; Murray et al., 1996b). 

RQ4 Will women and men differ in their endorsement of GBODS? 

H4 Women, more than men, will be likely to give the benefit of the doubt. This 

hypothesis is based in part on Gagne and Lydon’s (2003) study showing women are more 

positive than men in their relational biases. Hence, because women may perceive 

relationships as more important than men, they may be more willing to make efforts (i.e., 

give the benefit of the doubt) in order to sustain them. 
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CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

This study explored the associations between GBOD, commitment, one's perceptions of 

one’s partner's virtuous traits and faults, trust, power (in)equity, and relationship 

satisfaction. 

Participants   

Participants (N = 246) were recruited from introductory psychology courses and 

via online announcements for individuals in the University community of a large 

Southwestern University. Five-hundred and fifty four (N = 554) participants originally 

participated in this study, but two-hundred and ninety four participants were disqualified 

for not being in a romantic relationship. Of the remaining two-hundred and sixty who 

reported they were currently in a romantic relationship, 14 participants were disqualified 

because they had several missing data points (i.e, they left several questions blank on the 

questionnaires), allowing the researcher to arrive at the number of participants used for 

data analyses (N =246). 

 Participants included 171 females (70%) and 75 males (31%). The age 

distribution for the participants was as follows: 17 and under (1%), 18-20 (81%), 21-23 

(13%), 24-26 (4%), and 27 or over (2%). The ethnic distribution of the sample included: 

Asian or Pacific Islander (4%), Black/African American (5%), Hispanic (15%), White, 

non-Hispanic (43%), Bi-racial (5%) and reported other (29%). Please note that due to 

rounding totals in a given category may not always equal 100%.   
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Some 94% of participants identified as heterosexual (with 3% identifying as 

homosexual, 2% identifying as bisexual, and 0.4% identifying as other). Reported length 

of the relationship included: less than one month (7%), one to three months (16%), four 

months to one year (29%), over one year (21%), and over two years (26%). Participants 

reported that the nature of the relationship described was largely: a sexual relationship 

(80%), a relationship where they were in love with their partner (80%), and one in which 

they lived separate from their partner (87%). 

Measures 

The seven measures used for the current study were: the Giving the Benefit of the Doubt 

Scale, the Commitment Scale, The Interpersonal Qualities Scale, the Trust Scale, the 

Emotional Reliance subscale of the Interpersonal Dependency Inventory,  a single-item 

assessing the power (in)equity in the participant's relationship, and the Relationship 

Assessment Scale. Demographic/background information was also gathered from 

participants (see Appendices B-H for the above measures). 

Demographic/background information.  A brief demographic questionnaire 

(Appendix B) inquired about age, race/ethnicity, gender, sexual orientation, relationship 

status, length of current relationship, and  the nature of the participant's current 

relationship. 

Giving the benefit of the doubt. The Giving the Benefit of the Doubt Scale 

(GBODS; Appendix C; Edwards, 2011) was developed to assess participants’ tendencies 

to give their romantic partner the benefit of the doubt.  The scale includes hypothetical 

situations in which the participant’s partner commits either a minor or major 

transgression. The GBODS is a ten-item Likert scale scored on a five-point basis, ranging 
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from one (none of the time) to five (all of the time). Sample items include “If your 

romantic partner does not tell you where he/she is going, to what extent do you believe 

that she/he may be spending time with another dating partner?” and “If a friend told you 

that they saw your partner out with another person, to what extent would you assume that 

there was nothing romantic between the other person and your partner?” Pilot testing 

revealed that initial reliability estimates of the scale ranged from .81-.88. Pilot testing has 

used the scale with two samples of college-aged individuals (N = 1093 and N = 567), has 

shown high inter-item correlations (ranging from .66 to .87), and has shown correlations 

in the predicted directions with all variables of interest (although not all correlations were 

significant). During the current study, two factors of the GBODS emerged. One factor 

taps into a partner's minor transgressions, while a second factor taps into a partner 

committing major transgressions. The correlation between the two factors was .31 (p < 

.01). Cronbach's alpha for the two factors combined was .83 (Factor One's alpha was .71, 

and Factor Two's alpha was .77). The scale's factor structure is discussed in more detail in 

the Results section of this document. 

Relationship commitment.  Four commitment items developed by Lund (1985; 

Appendix D) were used as a commitment scale to assess participants’ commitment to 

their romantic partners. These items have been used across several studies, most recently 

by Bartsch (2005), who reported an alpha of .91 for the scale. Cronbach's alpha for the 

scale for the current study was .87. 

Interpersonal qualities. The Interpersonal Qualities Scale  (Appendix E) 

contains a list of 16 positive and negative interpersonal qualities that Murray, Holmes, 

and Griffin (1996) developed based on Leary’s (1957) interpersonal circle. The 
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interpersonal circle, and resulting Interpersonal Qualities Scale, is modeled after the 

primary dimensions of warmth-hostility and dominance-submissiveness. The traits listed 

on the scale are: Kind and affectionate, open and disclosing, patient, understanding, 

responsive to my needs, tolerant and accepting, critical and judgmental, lazy, controlling 

and dominant, emotional, moody, thoughtless, irrational, distant, complaining, and 

childish. Trustworthy, empathetic and compassionate, faithful and loyal, dependable, and 

honest were added for the purposes of this study. Participants rated their partner on these 

attributes, on a scale ranging from 1 (not at all characteristic) to 9 (completely 

characteristic). This scale showed a reliable two-factor structure, with factors being: 

virtuous traits (e.g., understanding) and faults (e.g., complaining; Murray et al., 1996).  

Alphas for each of the factors showed adequate reliabilities in the current research, .81 

and .89, respectively. 

Trust. Holmes et al.’s (1985) Trust Scale (Appendix G) is a 26-item, seven-point 

Likert measure with responses ranging from negative 3 (Strongly Disagree) to 3 (Strongly 

Agree). The scale measures trust in terms of faith in partner, dependability, and 

predictability in partner. In prior studies, the scale exhibited acceptable internal reliability 

for the overall scale (.81) and for all three of the subscales: faith (.80), dependability 

(.72), and predictability (.70) as well as adequate test-retest reliability, and convergent 

and discriminant validity based on relationships with relevant measures (Holmes et al., 

1985). In the current study, Cronbach's alpha was also acceptable for the total scale (.78) 

as well as for the subscales: faith (.79), dependability (.72), and predictability (.70). 

However, only the total scale was used in the analyses for the current study. 
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Interpersonal dependency. The 48-item Interpersonal Dependency Inventory 

(IDI; Appendix H; Hirshfeld, Klerman, Gough, Barrett, Kourchin, & Chodoff, 1977) 

consists of three subscales, each rated on a four-point Likert scale ranging from 1 

(Disagree) to 4 (Agree). The inventory has been one of the most widely used self-report 

dependence measures over the last 25 years (Bornstein, 2005). The IDI assesses 

dependency with normative and clinical populations on two subscales: Emotional 

Reliance on Another Person (IDI-ER; 17 items; sample item, “Disapproval by someone I 

care about is very painful for me”) and Lack of Social Self-Confidence (IDI-SSC; 14 

items; sample item, “It is hard for me to ask someone for a favor”). The third subscale of 

the IDI assesses Assertion of Autonomy (IDI-AA; 9 items; sample item, “I prefer to be by 

myself”). Only the first subscale, Emotional Reliance on Another Person (IDI-ER), was 

used in the current study. Cronbach's alpha for the 17-item IDI-ER in the current study 

was adequate (.89). 

Say/Power. A single item was used to assess the distribution of power in the 

participants' romantic relationship. The item asked participants who had the most “say” (a 

colloquial term meaning “power”) in their relationship. Answer choices, all forced-

response, include: (1) they [participants] do, (2) it's about equal, and (3) their partner 

does. 

Relationship satisfaction. Hendrick’s (1988) Relationship Assessment Scale 

(RAS: Appendix F), a general measure of relationship satisfaction, was used to measure 

participants’ ratings of how satisfied they are in their romantic relationship. The RAS is a 

seven-item, five-point Likert scale that has been widely used in tapping partners’ general 

relationship satisfaction. Items include “How well does your partner meet your needs?” 
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and “In general, how satisfied are you with your relationship?” The RAS demonstrates 

adequate internal reliability (alpha ranging from .73 to.93), solid test-retest reliability (α = 

.85), and predictable correlations with other relationship measures, including a 

correlation of .80 with the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS; see Spanier, 1976; Hendrick, 

1988). The RAS's alpha for the current study was strong (.90). 

 Procedure 

After the investigation received approval from the Institutional Review Board for the 

safety of human subjects, participants were recruited through introductory psychology 

courses and via an online announcement page for members of the University community. 

Because in studies of this type consent is explicitly stated in the questionnaire and 

participants consent to participation by continuing to complete questionnaires, no 

separate consent form was needed. Participants who were recruited through the online 

announcement page were informed that they could be entered into a drawing to be 

awarded one of four $25 gift cards to a local book store. If they chose to be entered into 

the drawing, participants were informed they had approximately a 10% chance of 

winning a gift card. Those participants recruited through introductory psychology courses 

received one credit towards their required research participation credit. Participants 

completed questionnaires online through the survey software Qualtrics; questionnaires 

took approximately 30-60 minutes to complete. All participants were thanked for their 

participation. 
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CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Descriptive data including the means, standard deviations, and alphas for each 

variable are presented in Table 3.1. Alphas for the measures ranged from .71 to .90. Three 

of the scales had alphas below .80, while five of the remaining scales had an alpha of .80 

or above. One of the scales (the measure for Say/Power) was a single-item scale and 

hence, its alpha was not able to be calculated. Frequencies for all demographics are 

provided in Appendix I. 

Exploratory factor analysis was performed on the Giving the Benefit of the Doubt 

Scale to explore the underlying structure of the measure. Correlation analyses were 

performed using all the variables to examine whether the giving the benefit of the doubt 

construct, as measured by the Giving the Benefit of the Doubt Scale,  correlated in 

theoretically predicted ways with other relationship variables. Gender comparisons in 

endorsement of the Giving the Benefit of the Doubt Scale were also conducted. Multiple 

regression analyses were performed to determine the most powerful and significant 

predictors of giving the benefit of the doubt, as well as to determine the contribution  of 

giving the benefit of the doubt (as well as the contribution of other variables)  in 

predicting relationship satisfaction. Data are presented in terms of research questions and 

the hypotheses with which they are associated.  
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Table 3.1 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Cronbach's Alphas of Measures 

Measure    Mean Std. Dev. Alpha 

Giving the Benefit of the Doubt Scale, Factor One, total 22.45 3.88 0.71 

 Male   22.48 3.22  

 Female   22.52 2.80  

Giving the Benefit of the Doubt Scale, Factor Two, total 16.78 3.13 0.77 

 Male   16.89 4.86  

 Female   15.98 3.16  

Commitment Scale, total   17.26 3.01 0.87 

 Male   16.67 3.15  

 Female   17.50 2.92  

Trust Scale, total   120.54 11.36 0.78 

 Male   122.00 13.24  

 Female   119.90 10.42  

Say/Power, total   1.98 0.48 N/A 

 Male   1.91 0.52  

 Female   2.02 0.45  

Emotional Reliance on Another, total  50.02 8.67 0.89 

 Male   48.56 8.12  

 Female   50.66 8.85  

Interpersonal Qualities Scale, Virtuous traits, total  83.66 13.65 0.81 

 Male   83.53 13.35  
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Table 3.1. Continued 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Cronbach's Alphas of Measures 

Measure   Mean Std. Dev. Alpha 

 Female   83.71 13.82  

Interpersonal Qualities Scale, Faults, total  31.75 15.34 0.89 

 Male   35.40 14.90  

 Female   30.15 15.30  

Relationship Assessment Scale, total 29.83 4.29 0.90 

 Male   29.13 4.77  

 Female   30.15 4.14  

Note. N = 171 females and 75 males.  
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Giving the Benefit of the Doubt Scale 

Several criteria were used to test the appropriateness of factoring the 10 items of 

the GBODS (Edwards, 2011).  First, 8 of the 10 items correlated at least .4 with at least 

one other item, suggesting reasonable appropriateness for factoring.  Second, the Kaiser-

Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was .87, above the recommended value of 

.6, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (
2 

(45) = 650.40, p < .001).  Finally, 

the communalities were all above .3 (see Table 3.2), further confirming that each item 

shared some common variance with other items.  Given these overall indicators, 

exploratory factor analysis was conducted with all 10 items. 

Exploratory factor analysis, using Varimax rotation (orthogonal), with the 

Maximum Likelihood method of extraction, was performed on the GBODS. The best 

rotated solution for the GBODS produced two factors with eigenvalues greater than one. 

The eigenvalue for Factor One was 3.96, and for Factor Two it was 1.045. There were 

two items that had factor loadings greater than .5 in Factor One and three items with 

factor loadings greater than .5 in Factor Two. However, there were three additional high-

loading items that were greater than .4 in Factor One, and one additional moderate-

loading item was found for each factor (.39 for Factor One and .36 for Factor Two). 

These items were tested for how they might affect the alpha of the factor if they were 

removed, and for each item, the overall alpha for the factor decreased if the item was 

removed. Therefore, these high and moderate-loading items were included in the factors, 

despite not meeting the recommended cutoff of .5 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). 

Altogether, Factor One consisted of six items and Factor Two consisted of four items (see 

Table 3.2). Factors were correlated (r = .31). The two factors accounted for 50.1% of the 
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variance (with Factor One accounting for 39.6% of the variance and Factor Two 

accounting for 10.5% of the variance). 

The extracted factors appear to suit factor labels such as “egregious 

transgressions” (Factor One) and “non-egregious transgressions” (Factor Two). For 

example, Factor One had an item assess whether participants would give their partner the 

benefit of the doubt after a possible infidelity (item 7), whereas Factor Two had an item 

assessing whether they would give their partner the benefit of the doubt after their partner 

forgot their birthday (item 2). Internal consistency for each of the factors, and the total 

scale, was examined using Cronbach’s alpha. The alphas were moderate: .71 for 

Egregious Transgressions (Factor One; six items), .77 for Non- egregious transgressions 

(Factor Two; four items), and .83 for the two factors combined. As noted earlier, no 

substantial increases in alpha for either of the factors could have been achieved by 

eliminating more items. 

Overall, these analyses indicated that two distinct factors were underlying giving 

the benefit of the doubt on the GBODS and that these factors were moderately internally 

consistent. All of the items on the original scale were retained. Due to the analyses de-

tailed above, hypothesis H1a, which stated that the GBODS would factor as a single-

factor measure using standard exploratory factor analytic approaches, was not supported. 

Additionally, because approximately normal distributions were evident for the two fac-

tors obtained from the GBODS, all subsequent data were analyzed with the GBODS us-

ing two discrete factors.  
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Table 3.2 

Exploratory Factor Analyses of Giving the Benefit of the Doubt Scale 

Item Factor Communalities 

 One Two  

Item 9_When your romantic partner tells you 

something that hurts your feelings… 

0.61 0.26 0.44 

Item 10_If your romantic partner snaps at you after 

you ask him/her a question… 

0.56 0.33 0.42 

Item 3_When your romantic partner tells you 

something you aren’t sure you believe… 

0.47 0.34 0.39 

Item 5_When your romantic partner does something 

you don't like… 

0.43 0.19 0.28 

Item 7_If a friend told you that they saw your partner 

out with another person… 

0.42 0.16 0.30 

Item 1_If your romantic partner is late meeting you 

for an engagement… 

0.23 0.80 0.68 

Item 8_When your romantic partner cancels a 

planned outing with you… 

0.45 0.62 0.59 

Item 2_If your romantic partner forgets an important 

anniversary or birthday… 

0.32 0.58 0.44 

Item 6_When your romantic partner says something 

you believe (or perceive) to be hurtful… 

0.39 0.20 0.29 

Item 4_If your romantic partner does not tell you 

where he/she is going… 

0.35 0.36 0.54 

Note. N = 246. Items bolded in columns are items 

assigned to that factor. 
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Correlational Analyses 

Correlations were performed using both factors of the GBODS, trust, emotional 

reliance on others, say/power, endorsement of both positive traits and faults of the roman-

tic partner, commitment, and relationship satisfaction. See Table 3.3 for a correlation ma-

trix.  

Participants’ perceptions of self, and perceptions of self in the relationship. 

Research question two, which encompasses hypotheses 2a and 2b, reflects constructs and 

relationships that assess how the participant views herself or himself, both in and out of 

the relationship.  

Hypothesis 2a. Hypothesis 2a stated that the GBODS would correlate positively 

with interpersonal dependency. Small, negative, and significant correlations were found 

between interpersonal dependency/emotional reliance on another and GBOD Factor One 

(r = -.15, p < .05) and with GBOD Factor Two (r = -.18, p < .01). Thus, Hypothesis 2a 

was not supported. 

Hypothesis 2b. Hypothesis 2b stated that the GBODS would correlate positively 

with commitment to the relationship and with relationship satisfaction. For Factor One of 

the GBODS, moderate and significant correlations were found for both commitment (r = 

.36, p < .01) and relationship satisfaction (r = .49, p < .01). For Factor Two of the 

GBODS, low-moderate and significant correlations were found for both commitment (r = 

.26, p < .01) and relationship satisfaction (r = .33, p < .01). Thus, Hypothesis 2b was 

supported.  
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Participants’ perceptions of partner, and partner in the relationship. Research 

question three, which encompasses hypotheses 3a and 3b, reflects constructs and 

relationships that assess how the participant views his/her partner, both in and out of the 

relationship.  

 

 

Hypothesis 3a. Hypothesis 3a stated that the GBODS would correlate positively 

with partner’s perceived positive qualities and would correlate negatively with partner’s 

perceived negative qualities. GBOD Factor One was associated in a strong positive way 

with endorsement of a partner’s positive traits (r = .50, p < .01) and in a strong negative 

way with endorsement of a partner’s faults (r = -.44, p < .01). GBOD Factor Two had 

similar results: it was associated in a moderate positive way with endorsement of a 

partner’s positive traits (r = .38, p < .01) and in a moderate negative way with 

endorsement of a partner’s faults (r = -.27, p < .01). Thus, Hypothesis 3a was supported. 

Hypothesis 3b. Hypothesis 3b stated that the GBODS would be positively 

correlated with trust. Strong-moderate, positive correlations between trust and GBOD 

Factors One and Two were found (Factor One: r = .42, p < .01; Factor Two: r = .33, p < 

.01). Hypothesis 3b was supported.
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Table 3.3          

Correlations for All Variables 

  

GBOD 

(Factor 

One) 

GBOD 

(Factor 

Two) 

Relationship 

Satisfaction 
Say/Power Commitment 

Emotional 

Reliance 
Trust 

Virtuous 

Traits 
Faults 

 

GBOD 

(Factor One) 

 

1.00 .31** .49** 0.05 .36** -0.15* .42** .50** -0.44** 

GBOD 

(Factor Two) 

 

 1.00 .33** -0.08 .26** -0.18* .33** .38** -0.27* 

Relationship 

Satisfaction 
 

  1.00 0.03 .69** 0.01 .43** .61** -0.49** 

Say/Power    1.00 0.03 0.11 0.03 -0.04 0.09 

Commitment     1.00 0.07 .36** .50** -0.28* 

Emotional  

Reliance 

  

     1.00 0.07 -0.02 0.03 

Trust       1.00 .61** -0.27* 

Virtuous Traits        1.00 -0.53 

Faults                 1.00 

Note. N = 246.  *p < .05. **p < .01.        
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The Current Study: RQ4, Gender Differences in Giving the Benefit of the Doubt  

Hypothesis 4 stated that women would endorse giving the benefit of the doubt to a 

greater degree than men. Gender differences in endorsement of giving the benefit of the 

doubt were examined by conducting a two (gender) x three (self, about equal, partner) 

ANOVA, with  GBOD Factor One as the dependent variable (a second two x three 

ANOVA was repeated with GBOD Factor Two as the dependent variable). ANOVAs, 

rather than t-tests, were used to test gender and power differences because of the 

exploratory nature of the study as well as to provide main effects for both gender and a 

say/power (as well as interaction effects). However, no main effects were found using 

GBOD (Factor One) as a dependent variable, for either gender (F (13, 232) = 1.11, p < 

.45) or say/power (F (13, 232) = .73, p < .83). Similarly, no main effects were found 

using GBOD (Factor Two) as a dependent variable, for either gender (F (13, 232) 

=.98, p < .65) or say/power (F (13, 232) = .75, p < .89). Interaction effects between 

gender and say/power were also tested, and were non-significant.  

Multiple Regression Analyses 

Stepwise regression analyses (that were based upon the correlational analyses) 

were conducted. Regression analyses were conducted (1) to determine the best 

combination of predictors of giving the benefit of the doubt and relationship satisfaction, 

and (2) to determine how much unique variance giving the benefit of the doubt explains 

in relationship satisfaction.  

Predictors of giving the benefit of the doubt.  In order to test the best predictors 

of GBOD Factor One, a stepwise multiple regression was conducted by entering GBOD 

Factor One as the dependent variable, and virtuous traits, relationship satisfaction, faults, 
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trust, emotional reliance on others, commitment, and GBOD Factor Two as independent 

variables. Levels of F to enter and remove were set to correspond to p levels of .005 and 

.01, respectively, to adjust for familywise alpha error rates associated with multiple 

significance tests. Tests for multicollinearity indicated that multicollinearity ranged from 

low to high (tolerance = .419, .581, .664, .606, and .990 for virtuous traits, relationship 

satisfaction, faults, trust, and emotional reliance on others, respectively).  

The overall F for the final, five variable model (consisting of virtuous traits, 

relationship satisfaction, faults, trust, and emotional reliance on others) was 28.5, df = 5, 

238, p < .001 (R = .612, R
2 

= .375). This outcome can be interpreted as virtuous traits, 

relationship satisfaction, faults, trust, and emotional reliance on others accounting for 

approximately 37.5% of the variance in GBOD Factor One. Standardized Beta weights 

for each of the variables in the final model were as follows: virtuous traits (b = .14, p = 

.069), relationship satisfaction (b = .22, p = .001), faults (b  = -.20, p = .002), trust (b = 

.20, p = .003), and emotional reliance on others (b = -.15, p = .003). See Table 3.4 for the 

full regression table. 
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Table 3.4 

     

Stepwise Multiple Regression Table with Giving the Benefit of the Doubt  

Factor One as the Dependent Variable 

 

Model R Adjusted R
2
 R

2
Δ df F p 

       

1 0.51 0.26 0.26 1, 242 84.07 0.001 

2 0.56 0.30 0.05 2, 241 53.99 0.001 

3 0.58 0.32 0.02 3, 240 39.58 0.001 

4 0.59 0.34 0.02 4, 239 32.31 0.001 

5 0.61 0.36 0.02 5, 238 28.5 0.001 

Note. N = 243.  

Model 1 predictor: virtuous traits 

Model 2 predictors: virtuous traits, relationship satisfaction 

Model 3 predictors: virtuous traits, relationship satisfaction, faults 

Model 4 predictors: virtuous traits, relationship satisfaction, faults, trust 

Model 5 predictors: virtuous traits, relationship satisfaction, faults, trust, 

emotional reliance on others 
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The same analysis was repeated (a stepwise multiple regression) in order to test 

the best predictors of GBOD Factor Two. GBOD Factor Two was entered as the 

dependent variable, and virtuous traits, relationship satisfaction, faults, trust, emotional 

reliance on others, commitment, and GBOD Factor One were entered as independent 

variables. Just as with the previous analysis, the levels of F to enter and remove were set 

to correspond to p levels of .005 and .01, respectively, to adjust for familywise alpha 

error rates associated with multiple significance tests. Tests for multicollinearity indicated 

that moderate to high multicollinearity (tolerance = .621, .742, .709, .606, and .697 for 

relationship satisfaction, commitment, faults, and GBOD Factor One, respectively).  

The overall F for the final, three variable model (consisting of virtuous traits, 

emotional reliance on others, and trust) was 21.19, df = 3,240, p < .001 (R = .458, R
2 

= 

.209). This can be interpreted as virtuous traits, emotional reliance on others, and trust 

accounting for approximately 20.9% of the variance in GBOD Factor Two. Standardized 

Beta weights for each of the variables in the final model are as follows: virtuous traits (b 

= .29, p = .001), trust (b = .18, p = .017), and emotional reliance on others (b = -.19, p = 

.001). See table 3.5 for the full regression table.  
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Table 3.5 

     

Stepwise Multiple Regression Table with Giving the Benefit of the Doubt  

Factor Two as the Dependent Variable 

 

Model R Adjusted R
2
 R

2
Δ df F p 

       

1 0.40 0.16 0.16 1, 242 46.39 0.001 

2 0.44 0.18 0.03 2, 241 28.40 0.003 

3 0.46 0.20 0.02 3, 240 21.19 0.017 

Note. N = 243.  

Model 1 predictor: virtuous traits 

Model 2 predictors: virtuous traits, emotional reliance on others 

Model 3 predictors: virtuous traits, emotional reliance on others, trust 
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Giving the benefit of the doubt as a predictor of relationship satisfaction. To 

test whether either Factor of GBODS was a significant predictor of relationship 

satisfaction and to what extent they contributed unique variance to relationship 

satisfaction, both factors of GBODS, commitment, trust, virtuous traits, faults, and 

emotional reliance on others were entered into a stepwise regression with relationship 

satisfaction as the dependent variable. Levels of F to enter and remove were set to 

correspond to p levels of .005 and .01, respectively, to adjust for familywise alpha error 

rates associated with multiple significance tests. Tests for multicollinearity indicated that 

a moderate level of multicollinearity was present (tolerance = .737, .536, .677, and .690 

for commitment, virtuous traits, faults, and GBOD Factor One, respectively).  

The overall F for the final, four variable model (consisting of commitment, 

virtuous traits, faults, and GBOD Factor One) was 96.65, df = 4, 239, p < .001 (R = .783, 

R
2 

= .613). This can be interpreted as commitment, virtuous traits, faults, and GBOD 

Factor One accounting for approximately 61.3% of the variance in relationship 

satisfaction. By adding GBOD Factor One to the model, the proportion of variance 

accounted for in relationship satisfaction increased by 1.2% (R
2
Δ= .012), FΔ(1, 239) = 

7.47, p = .007. GBOD Factor Two was not included in the regression model. See Table 

3.6 for the full regression table. 
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Table 3.6 

     

Stepwise Multiple Regression Table with Relationship Satisfaction as the 

Dependent Variable 

 

Model R Adjusted R
2
 R

2
Δ df F p 

       

1 0.69 0.47 0.47 1, 242 215.56 0.001 

2 0.75 0.56 0.10 2, 241 157.79 0.001 

3 0.77 0.59 0.03 3, 240 120.46 0.001 

4 0.78 0.61 0.01 4, 239 94.65 0.007 

Note. N = 243.  

Model 1 predictor: commitment 

Model 2 predictors: commitment, virtuous traits,  

Model 3 predictors: commitment virtuous traits, faults 

Model 4 predictors: commitment virtuous traits, faults, GBOD Factor 

One 
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

When a potential transgression takes place in a romantic relationship, it is natural 

for individuals to try to make sense out of what happened (Bradbury & Fincham, 1990).  

This can sometimes be difficult, particularly when there is incomplete information about 

the partners’ actions, motives, and intentions. In these particularly uncertain and 

ambiguous cases, individuals will make attributions based on what they know about their 

partner’s actions and the current state of affairs in the relationship. Because these 

attributions are personalized constructions about how individuals think their partners 

would react in a given situation (and not an objective reality), they are largely based on 

prior experience with that partner. If there is little or no prior experience with the partner, 

then attributions tend to be based on the individual’s best guess about what the average 

person – not that specific person - would do (Kelley, 1991). So, for example, on their first 

date, Karen notices that Matt doesn’t appear to be listening to her as she speaks. She 

notes that he isn’t looking at her or giving good eye contact, but instead is watching the 

sports game that is going on behind her on TV. Since she has no prior experience 

interacting with Matt, she attributes his behavior to his strong desire to watch that 

particular sports game (“it must have been the championship game”). She is giving him 

the benefit of the doubt. After all, the average person is not inattentive and dismissive.  

As relationships progress, attributions tend to change from calculated guesses 

based on how the average person would act to being based on how the partner has 

behaved in the past (Kelley, 1991). So, after dating for several more months, Karen was 

pleased to find out that Matt is actually a great listener and very attentive (and it was the 
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championship game). Her attributions about his listening skills are positive, stable, and 

global. Hence, when he isn’t doing a good job listening she is able to easily give him the 

benefit of the doubt. However, in addition, as individuals become more tightly 

interconnected, their attributions about each other’s actions often change. If Matt 

continues to ignore Karen during sports-watching in particular, over repeated instances, 

this may cause Karen to change her attributions about Matt’s overall ability to be a good 

listener. It would seem that Karen would adopt a more self-protective stance in her 

attributions in these instances, and be less likely to give Matt the benefit of the doubt 

because one of her needs – being listened to – is not being met. This state is highly 

uncomfortable for individuals, as they are confronted with the idea that their stable, 

positive judgments of their partners may be incorrect. Depending on a variety of other 

relationship factors, such as how committed Karen is, how satisfied she is in the 

relationship, how much she trusts Matt, how many positive and negative qualities she 

feels he has, she may give Matt the benefit of the doubt and choose to view his listening 

ability in the most favorable light possible. On the other hand, she may not give Matt the 

benefit of the doubt and may continue to make negative, stable, global attributions about 

his ability to listen (and possibly, eventually, make negative attributions about him and/or 

the relationship). 

The current study examined GBOD (Edwards, 2011) which refers to an individual 

choosing to lean towards a favorable view of his/her romantic partner after a potential 

transgression, in order to maintain or return to an overall positive feeling about his/her 

relationship and/or romantic partner. Giving the benefit of the doubt was examined in 

relation to relationship commitment, trust, emotional reliance on others, power (in)equity, 
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relationship satisfaction, as well as an individual’s report of his/her partner’s virtuous 

traits and faults. In the current research, a GBODS was further developed, predictors of 

giving the benefit of the doubt were explored, and giving the benefit of the doubt’s 

relation to relationship satisfaction was assessed. 

Scale Development 

 In terms of scale development, it was found that GBOD was best thought of as a 

two-factor construct, and not a single-factor construct as predicted. When comparing the 

two factors that make up the coherent giving the benefit of the doubt construct 

(presumably measured by the GBODS), it was observed that Factor One, which can also 

be seen as representing the more egregious transgressions, correlated strongly, and in the 

predicted directions, with the other relationship variables. Factor Two (non-egregious 

transgressions) appeared to be less impressive. Factor One also contributed unique 

variance in relationship satisfaction to the regression models analyzed in the current 

study, whereas Factor Two did not. These findings lend important theoretical information 

necessary to developing the construct of GBOD. For example, more severe transgressions 

appear to differ from less severe transgressions, both in how relevant items factor and in 

how these factors relate to other relationship constructs. 

Prediction of Giving the Benefit of the Doubt 

Along with further developing the construct and measurement of GBOD, another 

goal of the current study was to ascertain the significant predictors of the GBODS. In this 

analysis, individuals’ tendency to report their partner’s virtuous traits emerged as the 

strongest predictor. This result supports the idea that giving one’s partner the benefit of 

the doubt is a relationship enhancing act in which an individual reminds herself or 
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himself of a partner’s positive qualities. It makes intuitive sense that if an individual is 

able to report more positive and virtuous traits in his/her partner without currently coping 

with a transgression, then, in the face of a transgression, these positive and virtuous ideas 

of their partner would be more readily available for them when a transgression does 

occur. 

Interestingly enough, a second significant predictor of GBOD was being able to 

identify faults in one’s partner. Although this may seem like evidence that argues against 

the idea that giving the benefit of the doubt is a relationship-enhancing act, it is unclear 

whether this is the case or not. It is possible that more tightly connected and 

interdependent couples are more able to identify imperfections in their partners. Merely 

recognizing that someone’s identification of flaws in his/her partner is predictive of 

giving the benefit of the doubt does not help us understand whether the intimates 

appreciate their partner’s imperfections, are frustrated by them, or both. 

Trust also emerged as a meaningful and significant predictor of GBOD. It is 

perhaps unsurprising that a relationship construct that is associated with having faith in 

one’s partner and seeing the good in one’s partner is predictive of GBOD. Conceptually, 

both constructs center on creating a spirit of generosity and good-will in a relationship. In 

addition, some researchers define trust as the reflection of an individual’s best prediction 

of how the partner will behave in a certain circumstance (Holmes & Rempel, 1989; 

Murray & Holmes, 2011). This importance placed on predictability and reliability can 

also be seen in attribution research and other GBOD research.  

Also of interest in the current study was the relationship between the GBODS and 

relationship satisfaction. As stated above, GBOD Factor One was a significant predictor 
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of relationship satisfaction. The two constructs were also positively, strongly correlated, 

and relationship satisfaction was also a significant predictor of GBOD Factor One as 

well. These findings lend important evidence to the link between these two constructs, 

whereas in preliminary research on GBOD, the link between these two constructs had 

been inconclusive (Edwards, 2011; Edwards & Hendrick, 2012). Relationship satisfaction 

and GBOD are not the same thing, but they may enhance each other. Considering the 

current research study’s findings, as well as previous work done on the GBOD construct, 

it may be likely that giving the benefit of the doubt is involved with increases in 

relationship satisfaction or relationship satisfaction maintenance following a 

transgression. 

Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

While the current study adds validity to the current body of research existing on 

GBOD, it is not without limitations. First, although the researcher attempted to gather 

data from a community sample as well as from a college sample, the length of 

relationships that the participants reported in the current study was still relatively short 

(with approximately 74% of the participants reporting that their relationship was less than 

two years in length). Additionally, the participants were still largely college-aged 

(approximately 93.1% were between the ages of 18 and 23 years of age). Knowing that 

the majority of the sample was college-aged, and predominately had relatively short 

relationships, no demographic item about whether the participants were married was 

included. Follow-up studies would do well to expand the demographics of the 

participants in a few specific ways – age, length of relationship, and married relationships 

– so that findings could be cross-validated for intimates who have both been in 
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relationships longer, who perhaps met later in life, and who are married. These factors 

seem to be important considerations because as a couple’s interdependence increases with 

time, the more opportunity there is to see a partner’s flaws. In addition, for couples who 

meet later in life, commitment is often an important priority, particularly when compared 

with a college-aged population. Commitment and investment in the relationship may 

increase the intimate’s willingness to give their partner the benefit of the doubt, as they 

feel they have devoted so much to their partner already. In a similar vein, longitudinal 

studies conducted on GBOD may also add to the body of research and provide insight 

into how this construct may change over time between intimates as relationships age.  

It would also be valuable to explore the GBOD construct in different cultures to 

see how – or if – culture plays into giving the benefit of the doubt.  

Knowing the above limitations and restrictions of the sample, the findings of the 

current study should be interpreted as reflecting the experiences of college-aged 

individuals and should be generalized judiciously to people outside of a college 

population. 

Individuals in Relationships  

The current study examined GBOD as an individual construct. No attempt was 

made to examine GBOD as a relationship variable. Considering that attribution research 

places profound emphasis on the nature and dynamics of the relationship over time, it 

may be interesting to consider GBOD as both an individual and relationship construct in 

future research. Assessing partners’ tendencies to give the benefit of the doubt in stressful 

and/or ambiguous situations may yield interesting findings. 

Furthermore, the GBODS was designed to capture a participant’s tendency to give 
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the romantic partner the benefit of the doubt, which clearly attempts to assess a trait 

construct. However, giving the benefit of the doubt may be better described and studied 

as a state construct. More likely, giving the benefit of the doubt is both state and trait. 

This is particularly likely considering that research on conceptually similar constructs 

such as forgiveness demonstrates validity of both state and trait facets (Worthington & 

Wade, 1999). 

Although there are the above measurement considerations, this study has 

important applied implications for use with individuals in relationships in couple’s 

therapy. The finding that the GBODS is best conceptualized as a two-factor scale, with an 

important distinction between transgressions that are egregious and some that are non-

egregious, is an important one for couples. In working in couple’s therapy, a therapist can 

help define what are the egregious and non-egregious transgressions for each individual 

in the dyad, in order to facilitate more healthy and clear communication. Furthermore, 

determining if and to what degree the client’s definition of what constitutes a serious 

transgression seems to fit with what others who took the scale think may be used as a 

powerful assessment tool for evaluating if the client is judging his/her partner’s behaviors 

too harshly/leniently.  

Conclusions 

 Since Heider’s (1958) paramount study, attribution theory has shaped many areas 

of psychology, including relationship research. Assigning the causes of a partner’s 

behavior has important implications for many emotions that may be felt in a relationship, 

particularly during the high-stress time after a transgression. Giving the benefit of the 

doubt research, which has constituted important psychological work by developing a 
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scale, validating that scale, as well as validating the construct underlying the scale, is one 

way in which the attribution tradition continues to branch and unfold into new 

perspectives.  
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Appendix A 

 

EXTENDED LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

The current literature review discusses giving the benefit of the doubt in terms of 

conceptual similarity to and differences from  forgiveness (i.e., theory, definition, 

antecedents, consequences), and positive illusions in romantic relationships, as well as 

motivation-management theory (managing one’s motivations to self-preserve versus to 

preserve the relationship). A summary of the research findings indicates a connection 

between the three areas and provides for the development of the research questions. 

Furthermore, the importance of the present research is discussed. 

Trapped in the Relationship Corner 

 Early in romantic relationships, individuals feel the magnetism of a new romance. 

The allure of partners’ positive qualities draws individuals into relationships, and 

intimates often become absorbed with one another’s virtuous and desirable traits. 

However, partners in new romances are often interacting across domains that are sure to 

highlight their best qualities. And in situations where new intimates have a chance of 

seeing negative qualities in their partners, individuals often self-present so that partners 

are less likely to notice their negative qualities (Brickman, 1987). Furthermore, 

individuals’ wishes for the ideal mate (e.g., a process of projected wish fulfillment, 

wherein individuals project what they wish to see in partners and come to believe those 

traits exist in them) may help fill in the gaps in their limited knowledge about their 

partners (Murray, Holmes, & Griffin, 1996). 

 Over time, and as interdependence increases, partners interact across a wider 

variety of domains. As this occurs, partners begin to interact across more possibly 
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conflictual domains, and the potential to see negative qualities in one another increases. 

Even after a number of years of marriage, couples may still report discovering less-than-

desirable traits about one another, particularly if the demands of the situation change 

(e.g., if the couple has children; Hackel & Rubel, 1992). Uncovering these unpleasant 

realities about partners may threaten individuals’ hopes and ideals about a relationship 

and may cause concern that partners are not who they once seemed to be. In the face of 

such doubts, individuals may feel trapped between their idealized hopes for the 

relationship and their more harsh doubts that their partner is not the right one, assuming 

that partners are either uniquely perfect fits or not. Here, trapped in this proverbial 

relationship corner, individuals need to reach some sort of resolution between their hopes 

and doubts if they are to justify their continuing commitment to the relationship 

(Abelson, 1959; Epstein, 1982; Festinger, 1957). 

The Goal: Positive, Stable Perceptions of One’s Partner 

Once a certain level of interdependence (Rusbult & Van Lange, 2003) and well-

being (Baumeister & Leary, 1995) has been reached, and partners are relatively sure that 

they would like to remain in the relationship for at least the foreseeable future, positive, 

stable perceptions of the partner become the unconscious goal. This makes intuitive 

sense, as being in a relationship with a partner whom one does not hold in stable, positive 

regard brings about feelings of distress. Conversely, being in a relationship with a partner 

whom one holds in stable, positive regard brings about feelings of comfort. But holding 

true to this positive, stable regard for one’s partner is no easy task in the face of 

navigating through the changing demands that life can throw at a couple. With this in 

mind, it would seem difficult to explain how partners are able to keep their relationship 
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stable despite having to coordinate life tasks and personalities, and negotiate sometimes 

competing relationship goals. Murray and Holmes’ (2009) motivation-management 

model attempts to explain how dyads can  navigate through a dynamic world by positing 

that each member of the dyad has both self-protective and relationship-protective 

motivations that they balance at any given time. The main tenets of the model suggest 

that (1) mutuality in responsiveness promotes stable bonds within the relationship (Reis 

et al., 2004), and (2) the pre-requisite for acting in a mutually responsive way is the 

ability to take the perspective of the other partner (Kelley, 1979; Murray & Holmes, 

2009). These tenets allow each partner to curb relationship-destructive motivations (e.g., 

the motivation to self-protect when a partner is expressing caring) and instead manage 

motivations so that relationship-enhancing motivations (e.g., the motivation to receive 

caring from an expressing partner) can be coordinated (Murray & Holmes, 2009). Each 

tenet of Murray and Holmes’ (2009) motivation-management model is elaborated in the 

following paragraphs. 

The first tenet of Murray and Holmes’ (2009) motivation-management model, 

mutuality in responsiveness, makes intuitive sense when discussing the goal of stabilizing 

a relationship. In essence, responsiveness stabilizes relationship bonds because having 

one’s needs met by a partner makes interactions with the partner more rewarding (Kelley 

& Thibaut, 1978). Responsiveness, according to Murray and Holmes (2009), refers to 

“one’s willingness to accommodate his/her own choices and goals to further the other 

partner’s choices and goals,” (p. 25). For example, if Sue turns off the television to listen 

to Bob’s frustrations with his day, she is behaving in a responsive way. Mutually 

responsive refers to the communal norm that states that there will be give-and-take of 
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responsive behavior within the relationship (Mills & Clark, 1993, 2001). This give-and-

take precludes tit-for-tat behavior in which one consideration is essentially traded for 

another in a specific situation (Holmes, 1981). Instead mutually responsive behavior 

occurs over the long-term, across situations, and (unlike tit-for-tat exchange behavior) 

typically decreases relationship distress. For example, if Bob goes with Sue to visit her 

mother in the hospital and is very supportive, he would be acting in a mutually responsive 

manner (Clark & Mills, 1993, 2001; Holmes, 1981). During this mutually responsive 

behavior, each member cares about the other member’s welfare and is willing to provide 

benefits to the other when there is a need or desire (Mills & Clark, 2001). These benefits 

can come in the form of resources, information, companionship, or any other form that is 

needed or desired, and such benefits are often given without expectation of a specific 

benefit in return at that time. In these terms, giving the benefit of the doubt can be seen as 

providing one’s partner a benefit, and is reflective of a strong communal relationship. 

The second tenet of the motivation-management model, the ability to perspective-

take, is also an important one for relationship stability. Murray and Holmes (2011) 

suggest that the ability to perspective-take has evolved to help humans assess and inform 

how best to relate one’s own goals to the anticipated goals of another. In romantic 

relationships, the manifestation of this adaptive capacity to perspective-take takes the 

form of trust (Holmes & Rempel, 1989; Murray & Holmes, 2011). Trust, in this way, can 

be regarded as a meta-perspective on the relationship and reflects both a partner’s 

assessment of and  long-term orientation toward the other partner (Holmes & Rempel, 

1989). For example, Sue’s trust in Bob reflects an estimated guess for what Bob might be 

willing to do for Sue in any given situation. If Sue highly trusts Bob, she has good reason 
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to expect Bob to act in pro-social (versus selfish) ways, whereas if Sue has low levels of 

trust for Bob, she does not expect him to act in pro-social ways (Murray & Holmes, 

2011). 

A partner’s willingness to act in pro-social (versus selfish) ways, level of 

responsiveness, and trustworthiness (among other qualities/tendencies) can be discerned 

in situations when partners have competing motives. Such situations are termed 

diagnostic situations because of their ability to reveal one’s own and the partner’s 

tendencies to choose between pro-social or selfish interests (Holmes & Rempel, 1989). In 

one type of diagnostic situation, through no fault of either individual, the partners have 

different preferences. This type of diagnostic situation calls for sacrifice or willingness to 

change one’s interests to promote the other partner’s interests (Van Lange, Rusbult, 

Drigotas, Arriaga, Witcher, & Cox, 1997). A second type of diagnostic situation can be 

seen if a partner transgresses, is inconsiderate, or has annoying or irksome behaviors. 

These situations call for accommodation, or inhibiting the impulse to retaliate and instead 

behaving in a benevolent and accommodating manner (Gottman, 1998; Rusbult, Verette, 

Whitney, Slovik, & Lipkus, 1991). The third type of diagnostic situation centers on acts 

of betrayal, in which one partner breaks prior agreed-upon relationship norms (such as 

fidelity or honesty) and even possibly humiliates or degrades the other partner. These 

types of situations call for forgiveness (McCullough et al., 1997). Of the three types of 

diagnostic situations, the latter two (i.e., instances of transgressions) are relevant for 

giving the benefit of the doubt to a partner. 

But in each of these situations, individuals’ typical immediate reaction is to 

behave in a self-protective way. If instead, individuals resist the urge to act in a self-
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centered (and hence, relationship-destructive) way and instead exhibit pro-social and 

accommodating behavior, then giving the partner the benefit of the doubt may play a role. 

In these ways, giving the benefit of the doubt can be conceptualized as an act that 

individuals engage in because they are faced with an ambiguous situation (i.e., 

uncertainty) and want to return to a more stable and positive state in their relationship. 

Furthermore, their perception of their partner may be uncertain, which causes them to 

experience dissonance about whether their partner is the person they once thought he/she 

was. In order to resolve the dissonance they feel, individuals must effectively manage 

their motivations (between the motivation to act in a self-protective manner or in a pro-

social manner) so that they are able to act in a pro-social manner. Acting in a pro-social 

manner would involve giving their partner the benefit of the doubt, which would allow 

them to calm their feelings of dissonance and return to their stable, positive feelings 

about their relationship and partner. In this way, the construct of giving the benefit of the 

doubt can fit nicely into Murray and Holmes’ (2009) model of motivation management. 

Individual Differences in the Ability to Manage Motivations 

In an ideal world, when conflict arises in a romantic relationship, each partner 

would be able to manage his/her own motivations to act in a self-protective way. This 

would allow each individual to act in a relationship-enhancing way, thus likely calming 

the doubts of their partner and resolving the conflict. However, in reality, each individual 

brings to bear his/her own set of experiences, pre-conceived ideas, beliefs, thoughts, and 

feelings about each conflict that arises.  

Self-Esteem. Because intimate partners bring to bear their own lens of 

themselves, others, and the world, intimates project or see parts of themselves in their 
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partners (for better or worse). The projected self assumes that individuals see themselves 

in their partners and project desired and undesired aspects of themselves onto their 

partner (Baldwin, 1992; Bowlby, 1982). Even when projecting undesired aspects of 

oneself onto a partner, seeing oneself in a partner may foster predictability and reliability, 

and affirm security that the individual is seeking in the first place (Holmes & Rempel, 

1989). The good news is, in many cases individuals project positive aspects of 

themselves onto their partner. In these cases, self-projections may affirm their models of 

self by assuming that their partners are models that are just like them, only better (Murray 

& Holmes, 1996), and may be a sign of a close, interdependent relationship (Aron, Aron, 

Tudor, & Nelson, 1991). 

Since individuals can project both desired and undesired aspects of themselves 

onto their partners, the self-esteem of the individuals becomes of pivotal importance. In 

one study, individuals with high self-regard were compared to individuals with low self-

regard on how they perceived their partners (Murray et al., 1998). Individuals with high 

self-regard tended to project more positive qualities onto their partners (and minimize the 

faults and shortcomings of their partners), while individuals with lower self-regard tended 

to project more negative qualities onto their partners and perceive fewer virtues in their 

partners (Murray et al., 1998). Furthermore, the partners’ self-esteem did not 

significantly differ between the two groups, suggesting that differences between the two 

groups were likely not due to having more desirable partners, but instead due to the 

individuals’ projected perceptions of their partners. And in the critical case where 

individuals with low self-regard were still idealized by their partners (despite their own 

self-doubts and projected selves), relatively high satisfaction was still reported by both 
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partners (Murray et al., 1998). Hence, it seems that positive illusions sometimes have the 

power to overshadow apparent negativity in a romantic relationship. Particularly, at the 

point of marriage, apparent negativity can be easily quelled by generally positive feelings 

about a partner (Braiker & Kelley, 1979). 

These findings may not be surprising, considering prior research on the role of 

individuals’ self-esteem in romantic relationships. For instance, individuals with higher 

self-esteem are involved with more stable dating relationships (Hendrick, Hendrick, & 

Adler, 1988) and more stable and satisfying marriages (Fincham & Bradbury, 1993). 

Conversely, individuals with lower self-esteem reported less satisfaction, more conflict, 

and greater ambivalence in dating relationships (Murray et al., 1996b), and less stable and 

satisfying marriages (Kelly & Conley, 1987). So, it seems that self-esteem has been well-

established as an important consideration for relationship stability and satisfaction. 

The intersection of self-esteem and the projected self may also play a role in 

relationship stability because individuals in relationships come to perceive their partners 

in highly individualized ways (Murray et al., 1996b). Since their perceptions of their 

partner are, at least in part, based upon their unique construction of what an ideal partner 

looks like, they come to perceive their partner as extremely special and unlike anyone 

else (Murray et al., 1996a, 1996b). Perceiving that their partner is not only close to their 

ideal, but also unique and one-of-a-kind, may lead to feelings of satisfaction, but may 

also lead to individuals treating their partner as special individuals. This special treatment 

may encourage individuals to live up to the idealized images that their partners have 

created for them (Snyder & Swann, 1978). Consistent with this idea, dating and married 

couples were more likely to find happiness in their relationship when they thought their 
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partners saw special virtues in them (Murray, Holmes, MacDonald, & Ellsworth, 1998). 

In this relational state, when a culture of appreciation of one another’s uniqueness exists, 

a number of positive relationship characteristics can be found, including satisfaction, 

trust, and longevity (Murray, 2011). 

The Accuracy of Social Judgments. A core assumption of work on positive 

illusion is that individuals are inaccurate perceivers of their social worlds. But how 

inaccurate? Are individuals perceiving frogs as princes (or princes as frogs), or are their 

perceptions of partners closer to a seemingly objective reality than that? Even if 

individuals completely construct their perceptions of the world and individuals around 

them, it seems that their representations would still need to be rooted in some objective 

reality. Murray et al. (1996) set out to test this idea and hypothesized that individuals’ 

perceptions are some combination of construction and reality, and are best conceptualized 

in an additive model where actor’s perception = reality + construction. They tested this 

model using path analysis (they also included error and the individuals’ self-projection in 

the model, which will be discussed later in the paper) to examine the constructed and 

reality-based components of individuals’ representations of their partners on a number of 

positive and negative qualities. They found that, for both men and women, individuals’ 

global representations of their partners are not direct reflections of their partner’s self-

perceptions. That is, the agreement between the partners’ perceptions of one another was 

not perfect. In fact, Sue and Bob did not view Bob in exactly the same way. Such 

evidence leaves open the possibility for individuals to construct and shape their 

perception of their partner based on their hopes and ideals (Murray et al., 1996a). Murray 

and colleagues’ conclusions pointed to the idea that their additive model (actor’s 
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perception = reality + construction) seemed like a reasonable, however oversimplified, 

explanation of how individuals combine reality and construction in order to form 

perception. Additionally, they concluded that indeed most individuals were reasonably 

accurate social perceivers (Murray et al., 1996a), but that individual differences existed in 

the accuracy of social judgments. This accuracy, of course, would affect the stability of 

the relationship in that if one partner consistently perceives social situations significantly 

differently than does the other partner, this could negatively affect the stability of the 

relationship (Murray et al., 1996a).  

What Are Partners Judging? Partners evaluate and judge each other on a 

number of dimensions. One challenge of studying the area of partner 

judgments/perceptions is capturing all the ways in which partners think about each other. 

A recent meta-analysis by Fletcher and Kerr (2010) found several categories of studies in 

which partners’ evaluations of each other have been studied. The first category included 

personality traits. Examples of studies in this area examined how individuals judged their 

partner on characteristics, such as kindness, tolerance, control, dominance, and patience, 

etc. (as cited in Fletcher & Kerr, 2010). Fletcher and Kerr (2010) also found studies 

examining partners’ judgments of attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors (both positive and 

negative). Partners’ supportive behavior, aggressive behavior, attitudes towards infidelity, 

and personal values towards love, respect, and family have all been examined  (see 

Fletcher & Kerr, 2010). Fletcher and Kerr found that intimates are also judging each 

other on how well they can recall past events (e.g., anniversaries, special memories) and 

making predictions about the future (e.g., how a partner might feel in the future). Given 

that intimates are judging one another in a number of ways, the accuracy and agreement 



Texas Tech University, Amanda Edwards, August 2014 

67 
 

between partners’ social judgments seems important for relationship stability and 

satisfaction (Murray et al., 1996a). 

 In addition to all the relationship factors discussed above, forgiveness is 

extremely important and is discussed at length in the following section. 

Forgiveness 

 Overview. Forgiving one’s romantic partner for transgressions is an important 

part of having a stable and satisfying relationship (Riek & Mania, 2012). Although 

researchers generally agree that forgiveness is a process that involves a pro-social change 

toward a transgressor, consensus beyond this definition has been difficult to achieve 

(Riek & Mania, 2012). McCullough et al. (1997) defined forgiveness as “a set of 

motivational changes whereby one becomes (a) decreasingly motivated to retaliate 

against an offending relationship partner, (b) decreasingly motivated to maintain 

estrangement from the offender, and (c) increasingly motivated by conciliation and 

goodwill for the offender” (pp. 321-322). Other researchers have further added to the idea 

that forgiveness consists of changing motivations. For instance, Worthington and Wade 

(1999) conceptualized forgiveness as the removal of negative emotions and the 

introduction of positive emotions towards the transgressor. Additionally, McCullough and 

Hoyt (2002) proposed that forgiveness consists of the subtraction of feelings of revenge 

and avoidance and the addition of feelings of benevolence towards the transgressor. 

One definitional aspect of forgiveness that researchers have been able to agree 

upon is what forgiveness is not (Riek & Mania, 2012). Forgiveness is not condoning, 

pardoning, or excusing (Worthington & Wade, 1999). And although definitions of 

forgiveness operate in the realm of feelings towards the transgressor, they can also touch 
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upon how one behaves towards the transgressor. In a sense, forgiveness has emotional, 

cognitive, and behavioral components. Forgiveness is not reconciliation (Rusbult, 

Hannon, Stocker, & Finkel, 2005). Although forgiveness may lead to reconciliation (e.g., 

the emergence of a positive relationship with the transgressor), in many cases it does not. 

In some cases it is unhealthy to reconcile, as in the case of abusive relationships (Murphy, 

2002). It seems that some forms of forgiving may be more intrapersonal, rather than 

interpersonal, as it is entirely possible to forgive someone while not having an active 

relationship with him/her (Murphy, 2002). 

As stated above, in order to more fully understand the forgiveness process, 

McCullough et al. (1998) designed a framework for classifying the antecedents of 

forgiveness into a number of categories, some more distal from and some more proximal 

to the actual act of forgiveness. Starting from the most distal and working to the most 

proximal to the act of forgiveness, the categories of antecedents are: Personality and 

individual differences, relationship-specific factors, offense-related factors, and social-

cognitive factors. These categories are discussed individually in the following sections. 

Trait Forgiveness.  McCullough, Rachel, Sandage, Worthington, Brown, and 

Hight (1998) designed a framework for classifying factors that affect forgiveness into a 

number of categories. Although McCullough et al. classified personality and individual 

differences as most distal to the act of forgiveness as compared to the other factors that 

influence forgiveness, it is still important to consider in managing motivations and the 

forgiving process.  McCullough et al.’s three remaining categories of factors affecting 

forgiveness - relationship-specific factors, offense-related factors, and social-cognitive 
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factors - will each be discussed individually in turn, after forgiveness is discussed as an 

individual difference variable.  

Personal influences/traits affect forgiveness by creating a predisposition that 

either makes it easier or more difficult to forgive. McCullough et al. (1998) postulate that 

one way personality traits may influence forgiving is by affecting how individuals view 

relationships. They examined the power of the Big Five personality traits in predicting 

how likely individuals are to forgive a transgressor, using a number of fictional scenarios. 

The researchers found that higher levels of agreeableness were related to increases in 

forgiveness, whereas higher levels of neuroticism were related to lower levels of 

forgiveness. Furthermore, they suggested that individuals high in agreeableness may be 

more  willing and those high in neuroticism may be less willing to forgive because of the 

way individuals interpret events and relationships. For example, individuals high in 

agreeableness may be willing to overlook certain offenses so that they get along with 

people, while individuals high in neuroticism may display the rigidity in thinking that 

makes it difficult to look past a transgression (McCullough et al., 1998). 

Trait empathy has also been examined as a significant predictor of forgiveness 

(Hodgson & Weirtheim, 2007). Consistently, research has demonstrated that individuals 

with higher levels of empathy do more forgiving (Hodgson & Weirtheim, 2007; Reik & 

Mania, 2012). However, it is possible to have low trait empathy and have high state 

empathy (i.e., empathy that is situation-specific). High state empathy occurs because the 

situation in question is close to one’s personal prior experiences, and hence makes it 

easier for the individual to adopt the perspective of the offender. In cases like these, 
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individuals may display high levels of forgiveness, despite relatively low levels of trait 

empathy.  

 Although much more research is need in the area of trait forgiveness, the 

relationship that trait forgiveness has with other similar personality traits (i.e., 

agreeableness and empathy) lends support for the idea that trait forgiveness is an 

important factor that may influence relationship stability and satisfaction. 

Relationship-specific Factors. The relationship between the offender and victim 

influences forgiving. One of the most studied variables in this area is the commitment 

between the two individuals. Commitment is likely to influence individuals’ reactions to 

a transgression because when people have invested significant time and effort into a 

relationship, they become more motivated to rationalize their partner’s offense in order to 

allow the relationship to continue (Finkel, Rusbult, Kumashiro, & Hannon, 2002). This 

effect was illustrated in a study done by Finkel et al. (2002), in which participants were 

primed with either a low or high commitment cognition prime. After activation of either 

low or high commitment, participants read a series of hypothetical transgression 

scenarios and were asked to respond as if their partner had committed the offenses. As 

hypothesized, participants in the high commitment condition were more likely to respond 

in a manner that was forgiving and kept their relationship intact as compared to 

participants in the low commitment condition (Finkel et al.). 

The couple’s level of closeness prior to the offense also influences forgiving 

(Kachadourian et al., 2005). This line of research stems from an attachment perspective 

which states that when a secure relationship is felt with another, the inclination to forgive 

can become an automatic, default response (Karemans & Arts, 2007). In a similar vein, 
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those who have a secure relationship attachment style have been found to be more willing 

to forgive a close partner’s transgressions (Kachadourian et al., 2005). Importantly, the 

couple’s relationship may affect the act of forgiving directly (i.e., through the couple’s 

level of commitment and closeness), but also may impact the level of forgiveness 

indirectly through its effect on other variables. For example, the couple’s closeness may 

affect the interpretation of certain offense-related variables, such as how severe the 

offense is, or how sincere the partner’s apology is. 

Offense-related Factors. Offense-related factors are the third classification of 

variables that are important to the act of forgiving as outlined by McCullough et al. 

(1998). One offense-related factor is the severity of the offense (this has also been called 

emotional depth of the injury, although the terms are not used synonymously in the 

literature; [Wade & Worthington, 2003]). Not surprisingly, the more severe transgressions 

(often, the deeper emotional injuries) are more difficult to forgive (Fincham, Jackson, & 

Beach, 2005; Wade & Worthington, 2003). This seems to hold true particularly for 

women, who, when transgression severity increases, have a tendency to increase 

attributions of blame towards their partner, which decreases forgiveness (Fincham et al., 

2005). 

Apology is another offense-related factor that facilitates forgiveness. Apology is 

important to consider in terms of how quickly and sincerely the offender apologizes 

(McCullough et al., 1997; McCullough et al., 1998). A hallmark study in this area was 

completed by McCullough et al. (1997 in which participants were asked to write about a 

time when a partner had hurt them, and to recall to what degree their partners had 

apologized. As perceptions of partner apologies became more positive, more forgiveness 
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was found in the participants’ reports. Interestingly, apologies that seemed to be 

motivated by guilt and/or shame increased forgiveness, while apologies that were 

motivated by the transgressor’s pity for the partner decreased forgiveness. 

Social-cognitive Factors. Most proximate to the act of forgiving are social-

cognitive factors (McCullough et al., 1997; McCullough et al., 1998). One such factor 

that impedes forgiveness is rumination about the transgression (Kachadourian et al., 

2005). In general, the more individuals focus on the offense, the greater difficulty they 

have forgiving the transgressor for it (Kachadourian et al.). However, the severity of the 

offense is important to consider here, such that more rumination occurs with more severe 

offenses (Kachadourian et al.). However, it is possible that more severe transgressions 

cause people to ruminate more, or perhaps a reciprocal relationship between transgression 

severity and rumination is present (Kachadourian et al.). Additionally, individuals who 

are high on neuroticism report higher levels of post-transgression rumination, which may 

help to explain the negative correlation between neuroticism and forgiveness 

(McCullough et al., 1998). 

Attributions of responsibility/blame and perceived intentionality of the offender’s 

behavior are important social-cognitive determinants of forgiveness as well (Holman & 

Silver, 1996; Weiner, 1995). The more positive the attributions that the individual makes 

about the offender’s behavior, the more forgiveness occurs (Fincham, Paleari, & Regalia, 

2002; Hall & Fincham, 2006). Attributions are affected by the prior relationship with the 

partner, such that in high-commitment relationships, positive attributions for a partner’s 

offense are more likely than in low-commitment relationships (Hall & Fincham). 
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 Possible Consequences of Forgiving. Once individuals reach forgiveness with 

their offenders, there are a number of possible consequences; some positive, some 

negative. Forgiveness brings with it a number of intrapersonal and interpersonal changes, 

some of which are discussed below. 

 Not surprisingly, forgiveness is related to positive emotional changes. However, 

the association between positive emotions (such as sympathy, generosity, and 

compassion) and forgiveness is likely bidirectional, such that those who feel these 

positive emotions are more likely to forgive, and those who forgive are more likely to 

feel these emotions after they forgive (Riek & Mania, 2012). Unfortunately, this 

bidirectional relationship also likely exists for negative emotions (such as depression, 

anger, bitterness, and anxiety) and unforgiveness (Weiner & Ohbuchi, 2001). 

 Often times, with positive emotional changes within an individual come positive 

health/well-being changes. Indeed, studies examining the effects of forgiveness on health 

support the idea that forgiveness is good for one’s physical health as well as one’s mental 

health. Forgiveness has been linked to lower stress (Friedberg, Adonis, Von Bergen, & 

Suchday, 2005) and lower blood pressure and heart rate (Lawler, Younger, Pieferi, Jobe, 

Edmonson, & Jones, 2005). Furthermore, support for a mediating factor (negative 

emotion) between the relationship between health and forgiveness points to the idea that 

harboring negative feelings towards a transgressor can have serious repercussions for 

one’s health (Lawler et al., 2005).   

 Finally, forgiveness can have a profound impact on the relationship between the 

partners. A crucial point in a relationship can be reconciliation or the re-emergence of a 

positive (or pre-offense) relationship with a transgressor. Many times, individuals who 
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forgive partners for transgressions will report a stronger relationship with their partners 

post-forgiveness, citing increased feelings of closeness, connection, cooperation, and 

understanding (Reick & Mania, 2012). Forgiveness can also act to inhibit future 

transgressions and conflict in the relationship (Kachadourian et al., 2005). Thus, it 

appears that forgiveness is a powerful enough experience to affect not just how one 

member of the dyad is treated, but the quality of the relationship for both partners. 

Indeed, research supports this idea, with forgiveness being related to higher levels of 

relationship satisfaction, trust, commitment, and longevity (Fincham, Jackson, & Beach, 

2005; McCullough et al., 1997; McCullough et al., 1998). 

Tying It All Together  

In the face of social ambiguity and uncertainty, it is natural for individuals to try 

to make sense out of and re-stabilize their social worlds (Bradbury & Fincham, 1990). In 

romantic relationships, receiving ambiguous information about the character, intentions, 

or behavior of their partner can be bring about intense feelings of distress and dissonance. 

This makes intuitive sense, as being in a relationship with a partner whom one does not 

hold in stable, positive regard can bring about feelings of distress. An individual will 

attempt to manage these feelings by being in a relationship with a partner for whom one  

has stable, positive regard, which in turn can bring about feelings of satisfaction.  

Returning to stable, positive perceptions of one’s partner can sometimes be 

difficult, however, particularly when complete information about the partners’ actions, 

motives, and intentions is missing. Individuals are forced to manage competing 

motivations to protect themselves from hurt, and yet to further enhance their relationship. 

In addition, each individual, while balancing these motivations, brings to bear his/her 
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own unique set of abilities, experiences, beliefs, and personality traits that may make 

managing these competing motivations easier or more difficult. In situations when 

individuals are able to put aside self-protective motivations and adopt a responsive and 

empathetic stance for their partner, then they are able to give the benefit of the doubt to 

their partner.  

In the case where a transgression has clearly and unambiguously occurred, these 

situations call for forgiveness and not giving the benefit of the doubt. Although both 

forgiveness and giving the benefit of the doubt can resolve conflicts and return an 

individual’s perceptions of his/her partner from negative and doubtful back into stable 

and  positive, the situations that warrant either forgiveness or giving the benefit of the 

doubt are different. In developing the construct of giving the benefit of the doubt, these 

are important considerations. It is important also to differentiate conceptually between 

similar and different relationship constructs, as well as to understand the motivations and 

antecedents behind a situation that warrants giving the benefit of the doubt. 
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APPENDIX B 

 

Background Inventory 

 

1.  I am a:  (A) Male (B) Female 

 

2.  My ethnic heritage is: 

(A) Asian or Pacific Islander 

(B) African American (Black), not of Hispanic origin 

(C) Mexican-American, Hispanic 

(D) European-American (Anglo) 

(E) Other 

 

3.  What is your age? 

 

4.  Are you currently in a romantic relationship? 

    (A) Yes  (B) No 

 

5.  If you answered yes, how long have you been in the romantic relationship? 

     (A) One month or less (B) One to three months (C) Three months to a year 

     (D) Over one year  (E) Not in a romantic relationship 

 

6.  Do you live with your relationship partner? 

     (A) Yes (B) No  (C) Not in a romantic relationship 

 

7. Are you in love with your romantic relationship partner? 

(A)  Yes     (B)  No     (C) Not in a relationship 

  

8. Have you fallen out of love or had a relationship break up in the last few months? 

(A)  No (B)  Yes 

 

9. If you are currently involved in a romantic relationship, is your                                                                                                                   

relationship a sexual relationship? 

(A)  Not in a relationship     (B)  No, it is not sexual 

(C) Yes, it is a sexual relationship 

 

10. 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 

 

11. How many previous romantic relationships have you had? 

(A)  None    (B)  One     (C)  Two     (D)  Three     (E)  Four or more 

 

12. Who has the most “say” in your romantic relationship? 

(A)  I do     (B) it is about equal (C)  My partner does  
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APPENDIX C 

 

Giving the Benefit of the Doubt Scale 

 

Please mark on the answer sheet the letter for each item which best answers that item for 

you. If you are not currently in a romantic relationship, please answer the questions in 

reference to your last romantic relationship. If you have never had a romantic 

relationship, please answer the questions in reference to how you think you would be 

with your romantic partner. 

 

1. If your romantic partner is late meeting you for an engagement, to what extent do you 

believe the reason he/she gives for being late? 

 

A   B        C   D              E 

None of the time          Some of the time    All of the time 

 

 

2. If your romantic partner forgets an important anniversary or birthday, to what extent do 

you believe the reason she/he gives for forgetting? 

A   B        C   D              E 

None of the time          Some of the time    All of the time 

 

 

3. How likely are you to give your romantic partner the benefit of the doubt when he/she 

tells you something you aren’t sure you believe? 

A   B        C   D              E 

None of the time          Some of the time    All of the time 

 

 

4. If your romantic partner does not tell you where he/she is going, to what extent do you 

believe that she/he may be spending time with another dating partner? 

A   B        C   D              E 

None of the time          Some of the time    All of the time 

 

 

 

5. To what extent do you give your romantic partner the benefit of the doubt when he/she 

does something you don't like? 

A   B        C   D              E 

None of the time          Some of the time    All of the time 

 

 

6. When your romantic partner says something you believe (or perceive) to be hurtful, to 

what extent do you assume she/he meant to be hurtful? 

A   B        C   D              E 
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None of the time          Some of the time    All of the time 

 

 

7. If a friend told you that they saw your partner out with another person, to what extent 

would you assume that there was nothing romantic between the other person and your 

partner? 

A   B        C   D              E 

None of the time          Some of the time    All of the time 

 

 

8. When your romantic partner cancels a planned outing with you, to what extent do you 

generally believe (or accept) the reason he/she gives? 

A   B        C   D              E 

None of the time          Some of the time    All of the time 

 

 

9. When your romantic partner tells you something that hurts your feelings, but then 

explains that they did not mean to convey what they did, to what extent do you typically 

believe that your partner did not mean to hurt your feelings? 

A   B        C   D              E 

None of the time          Some of the time    All of the time 

 

10. If your romantic partner snaps at you after you ask him/her a question, to what extent 

do you generally believe that she/he is just having a bad day? 

A   B        C   D              E 

None of the time          Some of the time    All of the time 
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APPENDIX D 

 

Commitment Scale 

 

1. How likely is it that your current relationship will be permanent? 

Very likely    Uncertain    Very unlikely 

A   B      C   D   E 

 

2. How likely is it that you and your current partner will be together six 

months from now? 

Very likely    Uncertain    Very unlikely 

A   B      C   D   E 

 

3. In your opinion, How committed is your partner to this relationship? 

Very committed   Average    Not much 

A   B      C   D   E 

 

4. How committed are you to this relationship? 

Very committed   Average    Not much 

 

A   B      C   D   E 
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APPENDIX E 

 

Interpersonal Qualities Scale 

  

For each item, please indicate how well it describes your partner [yourself/your ideal 

partner] by choosing the appropriate number on the scale below: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Not at all 

characteristc 

       Completely 

characteristic 

 

______1. Kind and affectionate 

______2.  Open and disclosing 

______3.  Patient 

______4.  Understanding 

______5.  Responsive to my needs 

______6. Tolerant and accepting 

______7.  Critical and judgmental 

______8.  Lazy 

______9.  Controlling and dominant 

______10.  Emotional 

______11. Moody 

______12. Thoughtless 

______13. Irrational 

______14.  Distant 

______15. Complaining 

______16. Childish 

______17.  Trustworthy 

______18.  Dependable 

______19.  Faithful and loyal 

______20.  Honest 

______21.  Empathetic and compassionate 
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APPENDIX F 

 

Relationship Assessment Scale 

 

Please mark on the answer sheet the letter for each item which best answers that item for 

you. If you are not currently in a romantic relationship, please answer the questions in 

reference to your last romantic relationship. If you have never had a romantic 

relationship, please answer the questions in reference to how you think you would be 

with your romantic partner. 

 

1. How well does your partner meet your needs? 

A  B  C  D  E 

Poorly    Average   Extremely well 

 

 

2. In general, how satisfied are you with your relationship? 

A  B  C  D  E 

Unsatisfied   Average   Extremely satisfied 

 

 

3. How good is your relationship compared to most? 

A  B  C  D  E 

Poor    Average   Excellent 

 

 

4. How often do you wish you hadn’t gotten in this relationship? 

A  B  C  D  E 

Never    Average   Very often 

 

 

5. To what extent has your relationship met your original expectations: 

A  B  C  D  E 

Hardly at all   Average   Completely 

 

 

6. How much do you love your partner? 

A  B  C  D  E 

Not much    Average   Very much 

 

 

7. How many problems are there in your relationship? 

A  B  C  D  E 

Very few   Average   Very many 
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APPENDIX G 

 

Trust Scale 

 

For each item, indicate how well it describes you by choosing the appropriate number on 

the scale below: 

Strongly 

Disagree 
  Neutral   

Strongly 

Agree 

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 

 

______1. When we encounter difficult and unfamiliar new circumstances I would not feel 

worried or threatened by letting my partner do what he/she wanted. 

 

______ 2. I can count on my partner to be concerned about my welfare. 

 

______3. In general, my partner does things in a variety of ways. He/she almost never sticks 

to one way of doing things. 

 

______4. My partner has proven to be trustworthy and I am willing to let him/her engage in 

activities which other partners find too threatening. 

 

______5. I am familiar with the patterns of behavior my partner has established and I can 

rely on him/her to behave in certain ways. 

 

______6. Even when I don’t know how my partner will react, I feel comfortable telling 

him/her anything about myself; even those things of which I am ashamed. 

 

______7. Though times may change and the future is uncertain; I know my partner will 

always be ready and willing to offer me strength and support. 

 

______8. I am never certain that my partner won’t do something that I dislike or will 

embarrass me. 

 

______9. My partner is very unpredictable. I never know how he/she is going to act from 

one day to the next. 

 

______10. I feel very uncomfortable when my partner has to make decisions which will 

affect me personally. 
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______11. I have found that my partner is usually dependable, especially when it comes to 

things which are important to me. 

 

______12. My partner behaves in a very consistent manner. 

 

______13. In my relationship with my partner, the future is an unknown, which I worry 

about. 

 

______14. When we have to make an important decision in a situation we have never 

encountered before, I know my partner will be concerned about my welfare. 

 

______15. Even if I have no reason to expect my partner to share things with me, I still feel 

certain that he/she will. 

 

______16. I can rely on my partner to react in a positive way when I expose my weaknesses 

to him/her. 

 

______17. I usually know how my partner is going to act. He/she can be counted on. 

 

______18. When I share my problems with my partner, I know he/she will respond in a 

loving way even before I say anything. 

 

______19. In our relationship I have to keep alert or my partner might take advantage of me. 

 

______20. I am certain that my partner would not cheat on me, even if the opportunity arose 

and there was no chance that he/she would get caught. 

 

______21. I sometimes avoid my partner because he/she is unpredictable and I fear saying 

or doing something which might create conflict. 

 

______22. I can rely on my partner to keep the promises he/she makes to me. 

 

______23. I would never guarantee that my partner and I will still be together and not have 

decided to end our relationship 10 years from now. 

 

______24. When I am with my partner I feel secure in facing unknown new situations. 

 

______25. Even when my partner makes excuses which sound rather unlikely, I am 

confident that he/she is telling the truth. 
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______26. I am willing to let my partner make decisions for me. 
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APPENDIX H 

Interpersonal Dependency Inventory 

 

For each item, please indicate how well it describes you by choosing the appropriate 

number on the scale below: 

1 2 3 4 

Disagree   Agree 

 

Emotional Reliance 

1. I do my best work when I know it will be appreciated. 

2. I believe people could do a lot for me if they wanted to. 

3. As a child, pleasing my parents was very important to me. 

4. Disapproval by someone I care about is very painful to me. 

5. I’m never happier than when people say I’ve done a good job. 

6. I need to have one person who puts me above all others. 

7. I tend to imagine the worst if a loved one doesn’t arrive when expected. 

8. I tend to expect too much from others. 

9. Even if most people turned against me, I could still go on if someone I 

love stood by me. 

10. I think that most people don’t realize how easily they can hurt me. 

11. I have always had a terrible fear that I will lose the love and support of 

people I desperately need. 

12. I would feel helpless if deserted by someone I love. 

13. The idea of losing a close friend is terrifying to me. 

14. I would be completely lost if I didn’t have someone special. 

15. I get upset when someone discovers a mistake I’ve made. 

16. I easily get discouraged when I don’t get what I need from others. 

17. I must have one person who is very special to me. 
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APPENDIX I 

 

Participant Demographics for Gender, Ethnicity, Age, and  

Relationship Questions 

 

    Total Male Female 

Demographic   Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Gender    246 100 75 30.5 171 69.5 

Ethnicity          

 Asian or Pacific Islander 9 3.7 5 6.7 4 2.3 

 African American  13 5.3 5 6.7 8 4.7 

 Hispanic   36 14.6 10 13.3 26 15.2 

 Caucasian  105 42.7 35 46.7 70 40.9 

 Bi-racial   13 5.3 6 8 7 4.1 

 Other   70 28.5 14 18.7 56 32.7 

Age          

 17 or less   2 0.8 0 0 2 1.2 

 18-20   198 80.5 50 66.7 148 86.5 

 21-23   31 12.6 17 22.7 14 8.2 



Texas Tech University, Amanda Edwards, August 2014 

88 
 

Appendix I Continued 
       

Participant Demographics for Gender, Ethnicity, Age, and Relationship Questions 

    Total Male Female 

Demographic    Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

 24-26   9 3.7 6 8 3 1.8 

 27 or above  6 2.4 2 2.7 4 2.3 

Sexual Orientation        

 Heterosexual 

Homosexual 

Bisexual 

Other 

 232 94.3 69 92 163 95.3 

  7 2.8 3 4 4 2.3 

  6 2.3 3 4 3 1.8 

  1 0.4 75 0 1 0.6 

Length of Current Relationship       

 Less than one month 

 

18 7.3 5 6.7 13 7.6 

 One to three months 

 

39 15.9 15 20 24 14 
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Appendix I Continued 
      

Participant Demographics for Gender, Ethnicity, Age, and Relationship Questions 

  Total Male Female 

Demographic  Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

 Four months to one year 72 29.3 21 28 51 29.8 

 Over one year 52 21.1 16 21.3 36 21.1 

 Over two years 65 26.4 18 24 47 27.5 

In Love with Current Partner*        

 Yes 

No 

 196 79.7 60 80 136 79.5 

  48 19.5 13 17.3 35 20.5 

In Love with Another Person*       

 Yes   8 3.3 4 5.3 4 2.3 

 No   237 96.3 71 94.7 166 97.1 

Currently Living with Partner        

 Yes   33 13.4 12 16 21 12.3 

 No   213 86.6 63 84 150 87.7 
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Appendix I Continued 

Participant Demographics for Gender, Ethnicity, Age, and Relationship Questions 

    Total Male Female 

Demographic    Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Has a Sexual Relationship with Partner       

 Yes   196 79.7 57 76 139 81.3 

 No   50 20.3 18 24 32 18.7 

Number of Previous Relationships*       

 None 

One 

Two 

Three 

Four or More 

 74 30.1 18 24 56 32.7 

  76 30.9 27 36 49 28.7 

  62 25.2 21 28 41 24 

  24 9.8 6 8 18 10.5 

  9 3.7 3 4 6 3.5 

Note. N = 246; * signifies missing data (N = 244 to 245).     

 


