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ABSTRACT 

The present research explored the relationship between personality variables (i.e., 

the five-factor model) and romantic relationship variables (i.e., love styles, relationship 

satisfaction, intimacy, and short-term stability). In past research, extraversion and 

agreeableness have been positively associated with several relationship variables, 

whereas neuroticism has been negatively associated with relationship variables. 

The four measures used for this study included the NEO Personality Inventory-

Revised-Form S (Costa & McCrae, 1985, 1992), the Love Attitudes Scale-Short Form 

(Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986; Hendrick, Hendrick, & Dicke, 1998), the Relafionship 

Assessment Scale (Hendrick, 1988), and the Personal Assessment of Intimacy in 

Relationships (Schaefer & Olson, 1981). 

Correlation and regression analyses revealed that neuroticism is negatively 

associated with and predictive of satisfaction and intimacy. The relationship between 

neuroticism and satisfaction was partially mediated by Ludus for males and completely 

mediated by Mania for females. Extraversion and agreeableness were positively 

correlated with intimacy for males only. Openness to experience and conscientiousness 

were unrelated to relationship variables. Relationship stability was not significantly 

associated with any of the personality factors, probably due to low statistical power. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In an introduction to a special issue of the Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, Kihlstrom (1987) stated, "Social psychologists are increasingly examining 

the role of individual differences in moderating the outcomes of interpersonal 

interactions, and personality psychologists are taking increasing nofice of the effects of 

the environment outside the individual" (p. 991). This author has pointed out the growing 

trend within the field of psychology of combining personality and social variables in 

order to gain a more complete and thorough understanding of the human condition. 

The present research explores the relationship between personality variables (i.e., 

the five-factor model) and romeintic relationship variables (i.e., love styles, relationship 

satisfaction, intimacy, and short-term stability). The literature review discusses the five-

factor model, the love styles, relationship satisfaction, and intimacy as important areas of 

research. Then, a summary of the research findings that link these two broad areas of 

personality and romantic relationships is offered. These results are a guide to the research 

hypotheses for the current research. In addition, the importance of the current research is 

discussed. 



The Five-Factor Model of Personality 

The five-factor model of personality consists of extraversion, neuroticism, 

openness to experience, conscientiousness, and agreeableness. These broad factors 

consist of associated facets. 

Extraversion may be characterized as sociability, affection, friendliness and 

talkativeness (McCrae & Costa, 1987). Extraversion is a superordinate factor consisting 

of six facets that include: warmth, gregariousness, assertiveness, activity, excitement 

seeking, and positive emotions (Costa & McCrae, 1992; McCrae & Costa, 1989a). 

Neuroticism is characterized by worry, insecurity, and self-consciousness 

(McCrae & Costa, 1987). Neuroticism consists of the following facets: "anxiety, 

hostility, depression, self-consciousness, impulsiveness, and vulnerability" (Costa & 

McCrae, 1992; McCrae & Costa, 1985, p. 712). 

Openness to experience has been characterized by terms including original, 

daring, and imaginative (McCrae & Costa, 1987). Openness facets include openness to 

fantasy, aesthetics, feelings, actions, ideas, and values (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Shaver & 

Brennan, 1992). 

Conscientiousness is associated with self-control, ambition, and perseverance 

(McCrae & Costa, 1987). The six facets of conscientiousness include "competence, 

order, dutifulness, achievement striving, self-discipline, and deliberation" (Costa & 

McCrae, 1992; Costa, McCrae, & Dye, 1991, p. 889). 

Agreeableness has been characterized as trusting, sympathetic, and cooperative 

(McCrae & Costa, 1987). The facets of agreeableness include "trust, straightforwardness. 



altruism, compliance, modesty, and tender-mindedness" (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Costa 

etal., 1991,p. 888). 

Tremendous amounts of empirical support have converged on the five-factor 

model as an explanafion of personality (Costa et al., 1991). The five-factor model is not a 

theory, but rather adopts the premises of trait theory in that individuals can be 

characterized by individual differences that are stable over time, consistent across 

siUiations, and involve patterns of thought, affect, and behavior (McCrae & Costa, 1996, 

1999). There is evidence for a strong generic component to some of the five factors (e.g., 

extraversion, conscientiousness, and neuroticism) (Digman, 1990). Support for this 

argument comes from parent studies, behavioral genetic studies, cross-cultural smdies of 

personality, and animal comparative studies (McCrae et al., 2000). Additionally, the five 

factors have proven to be generally stable over long periods of time (Digman, 1990; 

McCrae & Costa, 1994) and across diverse cultures (McCrae & Costa, 1997). Finally, the 

five-factor model posits that traits are organized hierarchically from broad constructs (the 

five factors including: extraversion, neuroticism, openness, agreeableness, and 

conscientiousness) to specific constructs (e.g., facets of each factor) (McCrae & Costa, 

1996, 1999). 

However, the five-factor model is not supported completely. For example, there is 

mixed support for the independence of the five factors (Berry & Hansen, 1996; McCrae 

& Costa, 1985). Also, Mischel (1968; as cited in Ross & Nisbett, 1991) has criticized 

personality research in general, and Block (1995) has offered a critical review of the five-

factor model. Block discussed limitations such as an over-reliance on factor analysis, a 



lack of support for the lexical hypothesis (the idea that personality descriptors will be 

found in language), the use of college undergraduate students, rather than scientists, for 

personality descriptors and terms, and a broad focus on factors rather than facets. 

Relationship Variables 

Love Styles 

The love styles or love attitudes are types of love that come from Lee's (1973) 

classification system. The six styles are Eros, Ludus, Storge, Mania, Pragma, and Agape. 

The former three are primary types, and the latter three are compound types 

(combinations of the primary types) (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1992). 

Eros lovers are characterized by intense passion and "wholehearted involvement" 

(Hendrick, 1995, p. 25). The Ludus lover views love as a game with no deep emotional 

commitments. Ludus is characterized by "insincerity and nondisclosure" and a "desire for 

distance" (Hendrick, 1995, p. 25). The Storge love style is an extension of friendship, 

which develops slowly and consists of few strongly displayed emotions (Hendrick, 1995; 

Hendrick & Hendrick, 1992). 

Mania is the combination of Eros and Ludus (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1992). This 

love style is characterized by a strong preoccupation with thoughts of the partner, loss of 

control over feelings, and possessiveness. Mania has also been described as consisting of 

"high levels of anxiety," depression, and low self esteem (Hatkoff & Lasswell, 1979, p. 

222; Lasswell & Lasswell, 1976). The blending of Ludus and Storge creates the Pragma 

type (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1992), with practicality as the key priority. Pragma lovers 



look for partners with similar characteristics and relationships that are rational and 

sensible (Hendrick, 1995; Hendrick & Hendrick, 1992). The final love style. Agape, is 

also the rarest (Hendrick, 1995). Agape is love that is selfless and giving, with the focus 

on the partner. 

Satisfaction 

Relationship satisfaction is an important part of individuals' overall life 

satisfaction. Relationship satisfaction has been studied extensively by relationship 

researchers and is an important construct for couple therapists. This variable has been 

associated with both personality characteristics and other relationship variables (e.g., 

intimacy) (e.g., Rentier & Newcomb, 1978; Kamey & Bradbury, 1995; Kelly & Conley, 

1987; Sabatelli, Dreyer, & Buck, 1983; Sanderson 8c Kurdek, 1993; Zaleski & 

Galkowska, 1978). 

Intimacy 

Intimacy is another important construct for psychologists. "Intimacy is one of the 

most salient and rewarding aspects of personal relationships" (Prager, 2000, p. 242). 

Because virtually all people have relationships, psychologists need to have knowledge of 

intimacy and related constructs in order to proceed with appropriate research and therapy. 

Intimacy is an important construct for several theories. For instance, intimacy is a major 

developmental step within Erikson's framework of development across the lifespan 

(Ryckman, 1993). For young adults, a person is faced with either establishing close 



relationships or risking isolation. Also, self-disclosure as intimate behavior was a 

construct explored by humanistic theorists, such as Rogers (Prager, 1995). 

Convergence of Personalitv and Relationship Variables 

Several personality variables have been associated with love styles (e.g., Bailey, 

Hendrick, & Hendrick, 1987). Personality variables may be more salient predictors of 

marital outcome than are demographic variables (Bentler & Newcomb, 1978). 

Personality variables have also been associated with intimacy (e.g., Prager, 1995). 

Finally, personality variables may relate to satisfaction (e.g., Davis & Oathout, 1987). 

Appendix B presents a summary of the research findings relating the five personality 

factors to relationship satisfaction, intimacy, and relationship stability. 

Extraversion 

Extraversion has been associated with several positive relationship variables such 

as satisfaction (Bentler & Newcomb, 1978; Kamey & Bradbury, 1995; Kelly & Conley, 

1987; White, 2000), marital success (Barry, 1970), and intimacy (Shadish, 1986; White). 

However, extraversion has also been associated with negative relationship variables such 

as lower satisfaction for men (Bentler & Newcomb; Sabatelli, Dreyer, & Buck, 1983), 

divorce for men (Eysenck, 1980; Newcomb & Bentler, 1981), and marital instability 

(Kamey & Bradbury). Also, Zaleski and Galkowska (1978) found extraversion unrelated 

to satisfaction. 



Extraversion has also been positively associated with some love styles like Ludus, 

Eros, Agape, and Mania; a facet of extraversion (excitement-seeking) has been negatively 

associated with other love styles like Pragma and Storge (Lester & Philbrick, 1988; 

Middleton, 1993; WoU, 1989). However, Fehr and Broughton (2001) and White (2000) 

found extraversion to be associated with Storge, and Middleton found that extraversion 

was not related to Ludus. Therefore, extraversion has shown mixed results with respect to 

its associations with love styles. 

Neuroticism 

Neuroticism has been associated whh several negative relationship variables 

including: divorce for women (Eysenck, 1980; Newcomb & Bentler, 1981), decreased 

relationship satisfaction (Kamey & Bradbury, 1995; Kelly & Conley, 1987; Kwan, Bond, 

& Singelis, 1997; Middleton, 1993; Sanderson & Kurdek, 1993; Shaver & Brennan, 

1992), marital instability (Barry, 1970; Gate, Levin, & Richmond, 2002; Kamey & 

Bradbury; Kelly & Conley), and shorter relationships (Shaver & Brennan). However, 

Shadish (1986) found a positive association between neuroticism and intimacy. 

Neuroticism and its facets have also been associated with love styles. For 

example, WoU (1989) foimd that impulsivity correlated positively with Mania and 

negatively with Storge, while neuroticism correlated with Mania. Lester and Philbrick 

(1988) also found a positive association between neuroticism and Mania (see also 

Middleton, 1993). Fehr and Broughton (2001) found a positive correlation between 



neuroticism and passionate love (e.g.. Mania) and a negative correlation between 

neuroticism and companionate love (e.g., Storge). 

Openness to Experience 

There are only a few significant results for openness and relationship variables, 

and they are mixed. For example, openness has been negatively related to marital 

stability and satisfaction (Kamey & Bradbury, 1995). Also, openness to aesthetics, ideas, 

values, and general openness have been related to decreased relationship length (Shaver 

& Brennan, 1992). However, Middleton (1993) reported that openness was related to 

relationship satisfaction for women. Openness has also been associated with the 

following love styles: Eros (for men) and Storge (for women) (Middleton). 

Conscientiousness 

There are some mixed results for conscientiousness and its relations to 

relationship variables. Some studies have found that conscientiousness is related to 

positive relationship characteristics such as: relationship satisfaction (Kamey & 

Bradbury, 1995; Kwan et al., 1997; Middleton, 1993), relationship stability (Kamey & 

Bradbury), and relationship length (Shaver & Brennan, 1992). However, Newcomb and 

Bentler (1981) found that men's orderliness (a facet of conscientiousness) was predictive 

of divorce. 

Conscientiousness has also been associated with love styles. Fehr and Broughton 

(2001) found that it correlated with friendship love (e.g., Storge) for women. Also, 



Middleton found that conscientiousness was related to Agape, Eros (men only), Storge 

(men only), and Pragma (men only). 

Agreeableness 

Agreeableness has received consistent support for its positive relations with most 

relationship variables. It has been associated with relationship satisfaction (Kamey & 

Bradbury, 1995; Kelly & Conley, 1987; Kwan et al., 1997; Middleton, 1993) and marital 

stability (Kamey &, Bradbury). Also, tmst, a facet of agreeableness, has been associated 

with marital success (Barry, 1970). Agreeableness has also been associated with love 

styles. For instance, Fehr and Broughton (2001) found that high agreeableness was 

related to companionate love (e.g., Storge), and low agreeableness was associated with 

passionate love (e.g., Mania). Middleton (1993) also found that agreeableness was related 

to Storge (for women) and Agape and negatively related to Ludus and Pragma (for men). 

The Current Research 

The current research is concemed with the relationships between the five-factor 

personality variables and close relationship variables. The five-factor model of 

personality, which is consistent with trait theory, has received tremendous amounts of 

empirical support and practical attention (Costa et al., 1991; Costa & McCrae, 1992). In 

addition, relationship variables have been studied extensively. For example, love style 

classification (Lee, 1973) is a usefiil way to describe important differences in how 

individuals approach love. These styles have been associated with several personality 



characteristics (e.g., Dion & Dion, 1985; Hendrick & Hendrick, 1987a; Hendrick & 

Hendrick, 1987b; Richardson, Medvin, & Hammock, 1988; Rotenberg & Korol, 1995; 

WoU, 1989). Relationship satisfaction and intimacy are closely related constmcts that are 

important for researchers and practitioners alike (White, 2000). Finally, relationship 

stability has been another important variable for relationship researchers. There is not 

always a one-to-one correspondence between relationship satisfaction and stability. For 

example, Kamey and Bradbury (1995) found that extraversion was positively associated 

with marital satisfaction, but not marital stability. The five-factor personality variables, 

the love styles, relationship satisfaction, intimacy, and relationship stability are all 

important constmcts in the research literature and in people's ongoing relationships. 

Although there have been attempts to find significant relationships between the 

five-factor personality variables and relationship variables, the research has been 

inconsistent and sparse in some areas. For example, extraversion has been associated with 

several positive relationship variables, but some researchers have found that extraversion 

is negatively related to satisfaction (e.g., Bentler & Newcomb, 1978) and stability (e.g., 

Kamey & Bradbury, 1995). The current research may be beneficial in clarifying these 

relationships by examining direct associations between the five factors and associated 

facets with relationship variables and by analyzing possible mediation effects. Also, the 

research relating the five factors and love styles has produced inconsistent and limited 

results. The current research attempts to reduce some of this confusion by using the NEO 

Personality Inventory-Revised (Costa & McCrae, 1985, 1992) and the Love Attimdes 

Scale (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986; Hendrick, Hendrick, & Dicke, 1998). 
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Another reason for the importance of the current research is the paucity of 

research results that report on the facets of the five factors. Although some researchers 

have specified the facets (e.g., anxiety as a facet of neuroticism) of the five-factor model 

of personality (e.g.. Shaver & Brennan, 1992), many have focused more broadly on the 

factors (e.g., neuroticism). Block (1995) has suggested that a broad focus on the factors 

without examination of the facet variables is too global, and fiiture research should 

include more specific study of the facet variables. The current research includes an 

examination of the broad factors and the more specific facet variables. Intimacy has not 

been adequately researched with respect to the five factor personality variables. The 

current research addresses this limitation. Although relationship stability has been 

associated with personality variables, there is less information about the relationships 

between stability and love styles. The current research includes short-term stability in an 

exploratory analysis of its relation to the love styles. While there has been a lot of 

research concemed with the associations between personality variables and relationship 

variables, most of the past research studies examined only a few relationship or 

personality variables. The current research will be more comprehensive in approach by 

simultaneously measuring the five factors, facets of the factors, the love styles, 

satisfaction, intimacy, and short-term stability. Finally, few studies have examined 

possible mediation effects. The current research will take an exploratory approach and 

utilize simultaneous regression analysis to examine possible mediation effects of love 

styles between the associations of personality factors with satisfaction, intimacy, and 

stability. The explicit hypotheses are presented below. This approach is consistent with 
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Bradbury and Fincham's (1988) position that proximal factors (e.g., love styles) mediate 

the effects of distal factors (e.g., personality variables). 

Research Hypotheses 

Some of the hypotheses are presented visually in Tables 1.1 and 1.2. 

Extraversion 

The associated features of extraversion (e.g., positive affect, sociability, and 

increased self-disclosure) are assumed to be desirable characteristics in romantic 

relationships. 

Hypothesis 1: Extraversion will be positively and significantly correlated with and 

predictive of relationship satisfaction and intimacy, consistent with past research. 

Hypothesis 2: Extraversion will correlate positively with Eros and Agape, 

consistent with past research. 

Because of mixed findings in the literature, no specific prediction is made 

regarding extraversion and relationship stability (defined as staying together over a 2- to 

3-month follow-up). 

Neuroticism 

The associated features of neuroticism (e.g., negative affect, anxiety, and 

impulsiveness) are undesirable characteristics in romantic relationships. 

12 



Table 1.1. Research Hypotheses Regarding Personality Factors, Satisfaction, Intimacy, 
and Stability. 

Personality Variable 

Extraversion 

Neuroticism 

Openness 

Conscientiousness 

Deliberateness 

Orderliness 

Agreeableness 

Tmst 

Satisfaction 

-1-

-

X 

-1-

+ 

X 

-1-

X 

Intimacy 

+ 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Stability 

X 

-

-

-1-

-H 

men-

-h 

-1-

Note. -I- = positive correlation predicted, - = negative correlation predicted, and x - no 
prediction. 
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Table 1.2. Research Hypotheses Regarding Personality Factors and Love Styles. 

Personality Variable 

Extraversion 

Neuroticism 

Impulsiveness 

Openness 

Conscientiousness 

Agreeableness 

Eros 

+ 

X 

X 

men-l-

+ 

X 

Agape 

+ 

X 

X 

X 

-1-

+ 

Ludus 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Mania 

X 

-1-

+ 

X 

X 

-

Storge 

X 

-

X 

women-i-

-1-

+ 

Pragma 

X 

X 

X 

X 

+ 

-

Note. + = positive correlation predicted, - = negative correlation predicted, and x = no 
prediction. 

14 



Hypothesis 3: Neuroticism will be negatively and significantly correlated with 

and predictive of relationship satisfaction and short-term stability, consistent with past 

research. 

Hypothesis 4: Neuroticism will correlate positively with Mania and negatively 

with Storge, based on previous research findings. 

Sub-Hypothesis 4a: Impulsiveness, a facet of neuroticism, will strongly correlate 

positively and significantly with Mania, consistent with past research. 

Because of a lack of clarity in the literature, no specific prediction is made 

regarding neuroticism and intimacy. 

Openness to experience 

Hypothesis 5: Openness will be negatively and significantly correlated with and 

predictive of short-term stability, based on previous research findings. This relationship 

may exist because individuals who are more open may have less restraint commitment 

within a relationship and thus feel free to pursue other relationships. 

Hypothesis 6: Based upon previous research findings (e.g., Middleton, 1993), 

openness will correlate positively with Eros for men and Storge for women. 

Because of mixed findings in the literature, no specific predictions are made 

regarding the relationships between openness with relationship satisfaction and intimacy. 

15 



Conscientiousness 

A relationship between conscientiousness and stability may exist because 

conscientiousness is associated with reliability, an important aspect of stable 

relationships. 

Hypothesis 7: Conscientiousness will be positively and significantly correlated 

with and predictive of relationship satisfaction and stability, consistent with past research. 

Sub-Hypothesis 7a: Deliberateness, a facet of conscientiousness, will be strongly 

and positively correlated with relationship satisfaction and stability, consistent with past 

research. 

Sub-Hypothesis 7b: Orderliness, a facet of conscientiousness, will be negatively 

correlated with short-term stability for men, based upon the findings of Newcomb and 

Bentler (1981). 

Hypothesis 8: Conscientiousness will correlate positively with several love styles, 

including Eros, Agape, Storge, and Pragma; consistent with past research. 

Because of the lack of research attention on the relationship between 

conscientiousness and intimacy, no specific prediction is made regarding these two 

variables. 

Agreeableness 

The associated features of agreeableness (e.g., positive affect and tmst) appear to 

be desirable characteristics in romantic relationships. 

16 



Hypothesis 9: Agreeableness will be positively and significantly correlated with 

and predictive of relationship satisfaction and short-term stability, based on previous 

research findings. 

Sub-Hypothesis 9a: Tmst, a facet of agreeableness, will be strongly and positively 

correlated with short-term stability, consistent with past research. 

Hypothesis 10: Agreeableness will correlate positively with Agape and Storge and 

negatively with Ludus, Mania, and Pragma; consistent with past research. 

Because of the lack of research attention to the relationship between 

agreeableness and intimacy, no specific prediction is made regarding these two variables. 

Relationship Variables 

Relationship satisfaction and intimacy are highly correlated constmcts (White, 

2000), thus, they are expected to correlate with other variables similarly. These 

hypotheses are presented visually in Table 1.3. 

Satisfaction and intimacy will be positively and significantly correlated with Eros, 

Agape, and Storge; consistent with past research. Also, satisfaction and intimacy will be 

negatively and significantly correlated with Ludus, based on past research findings. 

Relationship stability will be positively associated with Pragma and negatively associated 

with Ludus, which is consistent with past research findings (e.g., Richardson et al., 1988). 

17 



Table 1.3. Research Hypotheses Regarding Relationship Variables and Love Styles. 

Relationship Variable 

Satisfaction 

Intimacy 

Stability 

Eros 

-1-

-f 

X 

Agape 

+ 

-1-

X 

Ludus 

-

Mania 

X 

X 

X 

Storge 

+ 

+ 

X 

Pragma 

X 

X 

+ 

Note. -I- = positive correlation predicted, - = negative correlation predicted, and x = no 
prediction. 
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Mediation Hypotheses 

Extraversion 

Extraversion is hypothesized to be significantly and positively associated with 

love styles (Eros and Agape) and relationship variables (satisfaction and intimacy). Also, 

these love styles (Eros and Agape) are predicted to be positively associated with both 

satisfaction and intimacy. Therefore, the love styles of Eros and Agape may mediate the 

relationship of extraversion with both satisfaction and intimacy. 

Hypothesis 11: Eros and Agape will each mediate the relationships of 

extraversion with both satisfaction and intimacy. 

Neuroticism 

Neuroticism is hypothesized to be positively correlated with one love style 

(Mania) and negatively with another (Storge). Neuroticism is also predicted to be 

negatively associated with satisfaction and stability. In addition, Storge is predicted to be 

positively associated with satisfaction. Therefore, Storge may mediate the relationship 

between neuroticism and satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 12: Storge will mediate the relationship between neuroticism and 

relationship satisfaction. 

Conscientiousness 

Conscientiousness is predicted to be positively correlated with several love styles, 

including Storge, Agape, Eros, and Pragma. Conscientiousness is also expected to 

19 



correlate positively with satisfaction and stability. In addition, Eros, Agape, and Storge 

are predicted to be positively associated with satisfaction, whereas Pragma is 

hypothesized to be positively correlated with stability. Therefore, these four love styles 

may each mediate the relationship between conscientiousness and other relationship 

variables. 

Hypothesis 13: Three love styles (Eros, Agape, and Storge) will each mediate the 

relationship between conscientiousness and relationship satisfaction. 

Hypothesis 14: Pragma will mediate the relationship between conscientiousness 

and relationship stability. 

Agreeableness 

A relationship between agreeableness with both relationship satisfaction and 

relationship stability may exist because the associated aspects of agreeableness (e.g., 

positive affect and tmst) appear to be desirable characteristics in close relationships. 

Agreeableness is expected to be positively associated with Storge and Agape, which are 

also expected to correlate positively with relationship satisfaction. Agreeableness is also 

predicted to correlate negatively with Ludus and Pragma, the former being hypothesized 

to be negatively associated with both satisfaction and stability, and the latter predicted to 

be positively correlated with stability. Therefore, these four love style variables may each 

mediate the relationships that agreeableness has with satisfaction and stability. 

Hypothesis 15: Storge, Agape, and Ludus will each mediate the relationship 

between agreeableness and relationship satisfaction. 

20 



Hypothesis 16: Ludus and Pragma will each mediate the relationship between 

agreeableness and relationship stability. 
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CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Participants 

Participants (N = 196) were recmited from students emoUed in psychology 

classes at Texas Tech University. There were 205 original participants, but data from 9 

participants were omitted due to discrepant reporting of relationship length between 

demographic questionnaire (i.e., reporting that relationship was less than six months) and 

sign-up sheets, incomplete answering of questiormaires, and/or invalid responding. 

Participation was limited to those who were currently in a committed relationship of no 

fewer than six months. This six-month relationship criterion was explicitly stated on sign

up sheets and was used because research suggests that relationship intimacy is a dynamic 

process that is built over time (Schaefer & Olson, 1981). The relationship length reported 

by the sample included 3 categories: 6 months to 1 year (49.5%), 1 to 2 years (24%), and 

over 2 years (26.5%). 

There were 91 males (46.4%) and 105 females (53.6%). The ethnicity distribution 

was as follows: Black/African-American (3.1%), White, non-Hispanic (84.7%), Hispanic 

(8.7%), Asian (2.6%)), and reported other (1.0%). The age distribution of the sample 

included: 18 to 19 (63.8%), 20 to 22 (32.1%), and 23 to 30 (4.1%). The marital status of 

the sample was as follows: single (95.4%), married and living with spouse (4.1%), 

previously divorced and remarried (.5%). 
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Reported living arrangements included 4 categories: living together (10.2%), 

living apart in same town (62.8%), living within 40 miles (.5%), and long distance 

relationships (26.5%)). Participants who reported being "in love" with someone other than 

their primary partner made up 6.1% of the sample. Most individuals reported being in 

only one relationship (93.4%)). However, others reported being involved in 2 relationships 

(2.0%)), 3 relationships (3.6%), 4 relationships (.5%), and 5 or more relationships (.5%). 

Finally, there were 5 categories for total number of relationships in one's life: 1 (16.3%), 

2 to 4 (57.1%), 5 to 7 (18.4%), 8 to 10 (1.5%), and 11 or more (6.6%). (Note: totals may 

be slightly larger or smaller than 100% in some cases due to rounding.) 

Instmments 

The four measures used for this study included the NEO Personality Inventory-

Revised-Form S, the Love Attitudes Scale-Short Form, the Relationship Assessment 

Scale, and the Personal Assessment of Intimacy in Relationships. 

NEO Personalitv Inventorv-Revised-Form S (Costa & McCrae, 1985, 1992). The 

NEO PI-R is a self-report instrument that has 240 items that measure the five factors and 

30 facets (six facets per factor) (Costa et al., 1991). The factors include extraversion, 

neuroticism, openness to experience, agreeableness, and conscientiousness (Costa & 

McCrae, 1992). The facets of extraversion are warmth, gregariousness, assertiveness, 

activity, excitement-seeking, and positive emotions (Costa & McCrae, 1992). 

Neuroticism includes anxiety, angry hostility, depression, self-consciousness, 

impulsiveness, and vulnerability (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Openness facets include 
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fantasy, aesthetics, feelings, actions, ideas, and values; while agreeableness facets are 

tmst, straightforwardness, altruism, compliance, modesty, and tender-mindedness (Costa 

& McCrae, 1992). Finally, the facets that make up conscientiousness include 

competence, order, dutifulness, achievement striving, self-discipline, and deliberation 

(Costa & McCrae, 1992). 

In the current study, the NEO PI-R was scored manually for each participant. 

Also, resulting scores for all variables are T-scores that were normed separately for males 

and females. 

The authors of the NEO PI-R have reported coefficient alphas ranging from .86 

(agreeableness) to .92 (neuroticism), and facet scale reliabilities that "range from .56 to 

.81" (Costa et al., 1991, p. 892; Costa & McCrae, 1992). Costa et al. (1991) reported that 

the revised version of the NEO-PI appeared to have five principal constmcts from a 

factor analysis, with little overlap between the five factors and 30 facets. Costa et al. 

(1991) also provided evidence to support the discriminant and convergent validity of the 

agreeableness and conscientiousness scales of the NEO PI-R when compared with other 

measures of personality. 

McCrae and Costa (1983, 1987) found that convergent correlations between self-

report ratings, peer ratings, expert ratings, and the NEO-PI ranged from .70 to .80, 

establishing evidence for the validity of the measure. McCrae and Costa (1985) found 

convergent validity of the NEO Inventory and "Goldberg's Neuroticism and Extraversion 

scales" (p. 714). McCrae and Costa (1989b) provided significant correlations between the 

NEO measure of extraversion and Myers-Briggs Type Indicator measure of extraversion. 
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Love Attitudes Scale-Short Form (Appendix C) (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986; 

Hendrick, Hendrick, et al., 1998). The original LAS was developed from Lee's (1973) 

classification system. This measure has 24 items scored on 5-point Likert scales with 

responses ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. There are four items for each 

love style. The scoring of this scale was reversed for the current study so that the higher 

the score, the greater the endorsement. 

In the current study, the LAS was scored both manually and electronically for 

each participant. Alpha reliability coefficients for the current study are as follows: Eros 

(.71), Ludus (.75), Storge (.84), Pragma (.82), Mania (.71), and Agape (.84). 

The original LAS has been shown to have acceptable psychometric properties. 

For example, Levy and Davis (1988) demonstrated the measure's convergent validity 

with the Attachment Style Prototypes (ASP), a measure developed by Hazan and Shaver 

(1987). These researchers found that Eros and Agape styles were associated positively 

with secure attachment and associated negatively with avoidant attachment. The opposite 

relationship was found for the Ludus style. Davis and Latty-Mann (1987) reported that 

the LAS is valid and useful, because they replicated the six factors with satisfactory item 

loadings. Richardson et al. (1988) also replicated the factor stmcture with alpha 

coefficients ranging from .62 to .84 and found convergent validity between the LAS and 

another measure of love styles. 

It has been demonstrated that this short form has even sounder psychometric 

properties than the original LAS (Hendrick, Hendrick, et al., 1998). For instance, average 

inter-item correlations improved from .37 (original) to .50 (short form). The alpha 
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coefficients were not significantly different, even though the number of items decreased, 

because of the increase in inter-item correlation. These researchers also reported test-

retest correlations from a seven-week period (r = .63 to .76). 

Relationship Assessment Scale (Appendix D) (Hendrick, 1988). The RAS was 

developed to assess relationship satisfaction. This measure has 7 items on a 5-point Likert 

scale. In the cmrent study, the RAS was scored both manually and electronically for each 

participant. The alpha reliability coefficient of the RAS for the current study is .87. 

The psychometric properties of the RAS have been demonstrated in research. For 

example, the measure has been correlated with the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Spanier, 

1976) (r = .80) and the Kansas Marital Satisfaction Scale (Schumm et al., 1986) (r = .64 

to .74) (Hendrick, 1988; Hendrick, Dicke, & Hendrick, 1998). Also, Hendrick (1988) 

reported intemal consistency alpha coefficients of .86, and Hendrick, Dicke, et al. (1998) 

reported acceptable test-retest reliability (r = .85). 

Personal Assessment of Intimacv in Relationships (Appendix E) (Schaefer & 

Olson, 1981). The PAIR was developed due to a lack of measures considering the process 

and experience of intimacy (Schaefer & Olson, 1981). This measure has 36 items on 5-

point Likert scales with responses ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. The 

PAIR measures five types of intimacy including emotional, social, sexual, intellectual, 

and recreational. It also has a conventionality scale to check for social desirability factors 

that may interfere with the measure's validity. In the current study, the PAIR was scored 

manually for each participant. 
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Schaefer and Olson (1981) reported intemal consistency alpha coefficients of at 

least .70 for all scales. Also, convergent and discriminant validity of the PAIR has been 

demonstrated with the Moos Family Environment Scales (Moos & Moos, 1976). The 

PAIR has also been significantiy correlated with the WIQ (Waring & Reddon, 1983). 

In addition to the above measures, a demographic questionnaire (Appendix F) was 

administered. Participants were asked to indicate their age; sex; ethnicity; length of 

current relationship; marital status; number of current romantic relationships; number of 

past romantic relationships; living arrangements with partner; and a question asking for 

permission for a phone call or email after two to three months asking about the short-term 

stability of the relationship. Also, a contact form (Appendix G) was used to gather 

contact information for participants for the short-term stability follow-up. 

Procedure 

Sign-up sheets were posted in the basement of the Psychology building, and 

participants chose to participate in this research on a voluntary basis. In exchange for 

their cooperation, volunteers received credit that was applied to their psychology course. 

Responses to the measures remained confidential and anonymous, with the exception of 

the researcher and any assistants who had access to the data. Coded numbers, rather than 

names, were placed on the answer sheets. The process of protecting participants' privacy 

was fully explained in the consent form. Also, consent and contact forms were kept 

separate from the other materials. In addition, participants were tested in groups. 
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Each participant was administered the demographic questionnaire, NEO 

Personality Inventory-Revised-Form S, Love Attitudes Scale-Short Form, Relationship 

Assessment Scale, and Personal Assessment of Intimacy in Relationships. All are self-

report measures. Because the PAIR may be used to describe participants' desired level of 

intimacy in addition to how intimacy exists in the relationship, participants were 

instmcted to describe their relationship "as it is now" in order to assess their current 

perceived level of intimacy. After a two- to three-month period of participation, 

participants received a call or email from the researcher asking if they "are still involved 

in the same relationship" and to indicate satisfaction on a single item, five-point likert 

scale ranging from "very unsatisfied" to "very satisfied" (Appendix H). These results 

allow prediction of some short-term relationship stability. 
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CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

The means and standard deviations for all of the variables are in Appendix I. An 

alpha level of .01 was used in all significance tests rather than the conventional .05, to 

correct for family-wise type I error. The following correlation and regression analyses 

were performed separately for men and women (unless otherwise noted) due to the 

presence of several significant differences of means and correlations between sexes. 

(Significant mean differences are shown in Table I.l.) Correlations were tested to be 

significantly different by R.A. Fisher's (1921) procedure (as cited in Bmning & Kintz, 

1977; Howell, 1997). Six pairs of correlations were significantly different by sex 

including the correlations between neuroticism and Agape, openness and Ludus, intimacy 

and Storge, intimacy and Agape, satisfaction and Mania, and satisfaction and Agape (see 

Tables 3.1 and 3.2). Analyses were also performed on the combined sample, but the 

results were comparable with regards to hypothesis testing with each gender analyzed 

separately. Regression analyses were performed using simultaneous regression do to the 

lack of a priori guidance from the research literature regarding any particular order of 

predictor variables. 
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Table 3.1. Correlations Among Five-Factor Personality Variables and Love Styles with 
Satisfaction, Intimacy, and Stability. 

Neuroticism 

Extraversion 

Openness 

Agreeableness 

Conscientiousness 

Eros 

Ludus 

Storge 

Pragma 

Mania 

Agape 

Satisfaction 

-0.28* 

0.14 

0.07 

0.13 

0.09 

0.64* 

-0.36* 

-0.07 

-0.12 

-0.37* 

-0.09 

Females 

Intimacy 

-0.25* 

0.23 

-0.10 

0.17 

0.07 

0.57* 

-0.43* 

-0.05 

-0.02 

-0.30* 

-0.11 

Stability' 

-0.10 

0.05 

-0.07 

0.19 

0.05 

-0.08 

0.28 

0,00 

0.07 

0.04 

-0.15 

Satisfaction 

-0.38* 

0.14 

0.05 

0.21 

0.20 

0.72* 

-0.40* 

0.29* 

-0.04 

0.11 

0.63* 

Males 

Intimacy 

-0.53* 

0.37* 

0.06 

0,29* 

0.26 

0.61* 

-0.28* 

0.40* 

0.06 

0,00 

0.44* 

Stability'' 

0.26 

0.15 

-0.26 

-0.20 

-0.04 

-0,27 

0.26 

0.01 

-0.02 

0.18 

-0,09 

Note. Correlations for females (n = 105) are on the left, and correlations for males 
(n = 91) are on the right. Hypothesized correlations are emphasized in boldface. 

'n = 62. 

'n = 37. 

*E<.01. 
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Table 3.2. Correlations Among Five-Factor Personality Variables and Love Styles. 

Neuroticism 

Extraversion 

Openness 

Agreeableness 

Conscientiousness 

Eros 

Ludus 

Storge 

Pragma 

Mania 

Agape 

E 
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z 1.00 

-0.38* 

-0.03 

-0,38* 

-0.40* 
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0.40* 
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-0.24 
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X 
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-0.43* 

1.00 

0.30* 

0.22 

0.17 

0.24 

0.05 

0.14 

0.15 

0.06 

0.19 

c/, 
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0.01 

1.00 

0.31* 

-0.34* 

0.09 

-0.23 

-0.19 

-0,26 

-0.02 

0.17 
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(L> 
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t 
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-0.26* 

0.15 

0.04 

1.00 

-0.02 

0.21 

-0.36* 

0.15 

-0.08 

-0.16 

0.10 
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sn
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s 

*.n 
c 
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e 

o U 
-0,51* 

0,34* 

-0.16 

0.22 

1.00 

0.16 

-0.07 

0.26 

0.19 

0.08 

0.33* 

C/1 

O 
w 

-0.19 

0.20 

-0,03 

0.10 

0.09 

1.00 

-0.38* 

0.41* 

0.19 

0.19 

0.53* 

3 

3 
J 

0.16 

-0.03 

0.15 

-0.14 

-0.17 

-0.18 

1.00 

-0.08 

0,28* 

0.04 

-0.41* 

rg
e 

o Sn 
-0.13 

0.16 

0.11 

0.08 

0.07 

0.08 

0.11 

1.00 

0.25 

0.21 

0.21 
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a 

n) 
CU 

-0.30 

0.10 

-0.17 

0.02 

0.12 

-0.02 

0.09 

0.21 

1.00 

0,19 

-0.01 
ni

a 

ed 

S 
0.45* 

-0.04 

0.07 

-0.07 

-0.06 

-0.06 

0.19 

0.03 

0.22 

1,00 

0.41* 

o. 
60 
< 

0.30* 

-0.09 

0.09 

0.12 

0.03 

0.06 

-0.03 

0.15 

0.04 

0.45* 

1.00 

Note. Correlations for females (n = 105) are above the diagonal, and correlations for 
males (n = 91) are below the diagonal. Hypothesized correlations are emphasized in 
boldface. 

*E<.OI. 
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Correlation and Regression Analvses 

General Correlation Analyses 

The correlations for the five-factor personality variables and love styles with 

satisfaction, intimacy, and stability are presented in Table 3.1. Satisfaction and intimacy 

were significantiy and positively correlated for both females (r = 0.76, p < .01) and males 

(r = 0.76, £ < .01). Out of the 167 participants (85.2%) who agreed to be contacted at 

follow-up, 99 participants (59.3%)) responded. Relationship stability was not significantiy 

correlated with initial satisfaction for females (r = -0.20, p > .01) or males (r = -0.37, p > 

.01) or intimacy for females (r = -0.08, p > .01) or males (r = -0.41, p > .01). The 

correlations for the five-factor personality variables and love styles are presented in Table 

3.2. The correlations among the five factors and facets with all relationship variables on 

the combined sample are presented in Appendix J. The correlations among the facet 

variables within each factor variable are presented in Appendix K. 

The five factors were highly inter-correlated in the current research (see Table 

3.2). For example, neuroticism and extraversion were significantly correlated for females 

(r = -0.43, E < .01) and males (r = -0.38, p < .01). Neuroticism was also significantly 

correlated with agreeableness for females (r = -0.26, p < .01) and males (r = -0.38, p < 

.01) and with conscientiousness for females (r = -0.51, p < .01) and males (r = -0.40, p < 

.01). Extraversion was significantly correlated with openness for males only (r = 0.30, p 

< .01) and conscientiousness for females only (r = 0.34, p < .01). Openness was 

significantiy correlated with agreeableness (r = 0.31, p < .01) and conscientiousness (r -

0.34, p < .01) for males, but not females. 
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The love styles were also highly inter-correlated (see Table 3.2), especially for 

males. For example, Eros was significantly correlated with Ludus (r = -0.38, p < .01), 

Storge (r = 0.41, p < .01), and Agape (r = 0.53, p < .01) for males only. Also, Ludus was 

significantly correlated with Pragma (r = 0.28, p < .01) and Agape (r = -0.41, p < .01) for 

men, but not for women. The inter-correlations between Mania and Agape were 

significant for females (r = 0.45, p < .01) and males (r = 0.41, p < .01). 

Of those who responded to the follow-up questions, 87 participants (87.9%) 

reported that they were still in the same relationship, and 12 participants (12.1%) reported 

that the relationship had ended within the two to three months. Initial satisfaction and 

follow-up satisfaction were significantly and positively correlated for females and males 

(r = 0.47, p < .01). Of the females who responded, 58 participants (93.5%) reported that 

they were still in the relationship, and 4 participants (6.5%) reported that the relationship 

had ended. Initial and follow-up satisfaction were significantly correlated for females (r = 

0.48, p < .01). Of the males who responded, 29 participants (78.4%) reported that they 

were still in the relationship, and 8 participants (21.6%) reported that the relationship had 

ended. Initial and follow-up satisfaction were significantly correlated for males (r = 0.43, 

E<.01). 

General Regression Analyses 

A multiple regression analysis was performed using intimacy as the dependent 

variable and the five factors as the predictors. The results are shown in Table 3.3. For 

males, the R^ = 0.32, the adjusted R^ = 0.28, and the overall F = 8.07 (p < .01). These 
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Table 3.3. Regressions of the Five-Factor Personality Variables and Intimacy. 

Neuroticism 

Extraversion 

Opermess 

Agreeableness 

Conscientiousness 

Females Males 

Unstandardized B Standardized (3 Unstandardized B Standardized P 

-1.18 -0.21 

1.01 0.17 

-0.64 -0.10 

0.71 0.12 

-0.83 -0.14 

-2.89 -0.39* 

1.31 0.19 

-0.11 -0.02 

0.64 0.11 

0.55 0.07 

Note. Results for females (n = 105) are on the left, and results for males (n = 91) are on 
the right. 

*E<.01. 
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predictors accounted for 28% of the variance. However, neuroticism was the only 

predictor that was significant for males (standardized p = -0.39, p < .01). For females, the 

R^ = 0.11, the adjusted R^ = 0.07, and the overall F = 2.52 (p > .01). None of the factors 

was a significant predictor of intimacy for females. 

A muhiple regression analysis was performed using relationship satisfaction as 

the dependent variable and the five factors as the predictors. The results are shown in 

Table 3.4. For males, the R^ = 0.16, the adjusted R^ = 0.11, and the overall F = 3.12 (p > 

.01). For females, the R^ = 0.09, the adjusted R^ = 0.05, and the overall F = 2.02 (p > 

.01). These results are not significant for either sex, indicating that the five factors are not 

significant predictors of relationship satisfaction. 

A multiple regression analysis was performed using short-term stability as the 

dependent variable and the five factors as the predictors. The results are shown in Table 

3.5. For males, the R^ = 0.22, the adjusted R^ = 0.09, and the overall F = 1.70 (p > .01). 

For females, the R^ = 0.05, the adjusted R^ = -0.04, and the overall F = 0.52 (p > .01). 

These results are not significant for either sex, indicating that the five factors are not 

significant predictors of short-term relationship stability. 

A multiple regression analysis was performed on the combined sample using 

intimacy as the dependent variable and the five factors as predictors. The results are 

shown in Table 3.6. The R^ = 0.17, the adjusted R^ = 0.15, and the overall F = 7.62 (p < 

.01). These predictors accounted for 15% of the variance in intimacy. However, 

neuroticism was the only single predictor that was significant (standardized P = -0.22, p < 

.01). 
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Table 3.4. Regressions of the Five-Factor Personality Variables and Satisfaction. 

Neuroticism 

Extraversion 

Openness 

Agreeableness 

Conscientiousness 

Females Males 

Unstandardized B Standardized p Unstandardized B Standardized P 

-0.12 -0.29 

O.OI 0.03 

0.04 0.09 

0.03 0.06 

-0.03 -0.07 

-0.21 -0.32 

-0.02 -0.04 

0.04 0.06 

0.04 0.08 

0.07 0.10 

Note. Resuhs for females (n = 105) are on the left, and resuhs for males (n = 91) are on 
the right. 

Table 3.5. Regressions of the Five-Factor Personality Variables and Stability. 

Neuroticism 

Extraversion 

Openness 

Agreeableness 

Conscientiousness 

Females 

Unstandardized B Standardized p 

0.00 -0.05 

0.00 0.00 

0.00 -0.08 

0.00 0.19 

0.00 -0.02 

Males 

Unstandardized B Standardized P 

0.01 0.26 

0.02 0.28 

-0.01 -0.32 

0.00 -0.07 

-0.01 -0.18 

Note. Results for females (n = 62) are on the left, and results for males (n = 37) are on 
the right. 
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Table 3.6. Combined Regressions of the Five-Factor Personality Variables and Intimacy. 

Neuroticism 

Extraversion 

Openness 

Agreeableness 

Conscientiousness 

Whole Sample 

Unstandardized B 

-1.46 

1.20 

-0.49 

0.96 

-0.15 

Standardized P 

-0.22* 

0.19 

-0.08 

0.16 

-0.02 

Note.N= 196. 

*p<.01. 
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A multiple regression analysis was performed on the combined sample using 

relationship satisfaction as the dependent variable and the five factors as predictors. The 

results are shown in Table 3.7. The R^ = 0.10, the adjusted R^ = 0.08, and the overall F = 

4.29 (p < .01). These predictors accounted for 8% of the variance in intimacy. However, 

neuroticism was the only single predictor that was significant (standardized P = -0.24, p < 

.01). 

A multiple regression analysis was performed on the combined sample using 

short-term stability as the dependent variable and the five factors as predictors. The 

resuhs are shown in Table 3.8. The R^ = 0.03, the adjusted R^ = -0.02, and the overall F = 

0.63 (p > .01). These results are not significant for the combined sample, indicating that 

the five factors are not significant predictors of short-term relationship stability. 

Hypothesis Testing 

The results presented above are general correlation and regression analyses. The 

following results are specific to the hypotheses outlined in the introduction (see Chapter 

I)-

Hypothesis 1: Extraversion was predicted to be positively and significantly 

correlated with and predictive of relationship satisfaction and intimacy, consistent with 

past research. Extraversion was not significantly correlated with satisfaction for either sex 

and was not correlated with intimacy for females. Extraversion was correlated 

significantiy with intimacy for males (r = 0.37, p < .01) (see Table 3.1). In addition. 
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Table 3.7. Combined Regressions of the Five-Factor Personality Variables and 
Satisfaction. 

Neuroticism 

Extraversion 

Openness 

Agreeableness 

Conscientiousness 

Whole Sample 

Unstandardized B 

-0.12 

0.00 

0.03 

0.05 

0.03 

Standardized P 

-0.24* 

0.01 

0.06 

0.11 

0.05 

Note. N = 196. 

*E<.01. 

Table 3.8. Combined Regressions of the Five-Factor Personality Variables and Stability. 

Neuroticism 

Extraversion 

Openness 

Agreeableness 

Conscientiousness 

Whole Sample 

Unstandardized B 

0.00 

0.00 

-0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

Standardized P 

0.03 

0.13 

-0.15 

0.05 

-0.11 

Note, n = 99. 
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extraversion was not a significant predictor of intimacy or relationship satisfaction for 

either sex or the combined sample. 

Hypothesis 2: Extraversion was expected to correlate positively with Eros and 

Agape, consistent with past research. However, this hypothesis was not supported, as the 

correlations were not significant for either sex. 

Hypothesis 3: Neuroticism was predicted to be negatively and significantly 

correlated with and predictive of relationship satisfaction and short-term stability, 

consistent with past research. Neuroticism was significantiy and negatively correlated 

with satisfaction for females (r = -0.28, p < .01) and males (r = -0.38, p < .01) (see Table 

3.1 for both). In addition, neuroticism was a significant predictor of relationship 

satisfaction for the combined sample (standardized p = -0.24, p < .01) (see Table 3.7), but 

not for either sex separately. Neuroticism was not significantly correlated with 

relationship stability, nor was it a significant predictor of stability for either sex. 

No predictions were made regarding the association between neuroticism and 

intimacy. However, neuroticism was negatively and significantly correlated with 

intimacy for females (r = -0.25, p < .01) and males (r = -0.53, p < .01) (see Table 3.1 for 

both). In addition, neuroticism was a significant predictor of intimacy for males 

(standardized p = -0.39, p < .01) (see Table 3.3) and the combined sample (standardized 

P = -0.22, E < .01) (see Table 3.6), but not for females. 

Hypothesis 4: Neuroticism was expected to correlate positively with Mania and 

negatively with Storge, based on previous research findings. Neuroticism was positively 

and significantiy correlated with Mania for females (r = 0.45, £ < -01), but not for males 
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(r = 0.20, E > -01) (see Table 3.2 for both). Neuroticism was not significantly correlated 

with Storge for either sex. Also, neuroticism was unexpectedly correlated significantly 

and positively with Agape for women (r = 0.30, p < .01) (see Table 3.2). 

Sub-Hypothesis 4a: Impulsiveness, a facet of neuroticism, was predicted to be 

sfrongly correlated positively and significantly with Mania, consistent with past research. 

However, the correlation was not significant for men or women. 

Hypothesis 5: Openness was expected to be negatively and significantly 

correlated with and predictive of short-term stability. However, openness was not 

significantly correlated with or predictive of short-term relationship stability for either 

sex. 

Hypothesis 6: Openness was predicted to correlate positively with Eros for men 

and Storge for women, based on previous research. Neither of these predictions was 

supported. 

Hypothesis 7: Conscientiousness was expected to be correlated positively and 

significantly with and predictive of relationship satisfaction and short-term stability, 

based on previous research. However, conscientiousness was not significantly correlated 

with satisfaction or stability for either sex. In addition, conscientiousness was not a 

significant predictor of relationship satisfaction or short-term stability for either sex or the 

combined sample. 

Sub-Hypothesis 7a: Deliberateness, a facet of conscientiousness, was expected to 

correlate positively with relationship satisfaction and stability. However, deliberateness 

not significantly correlated with relationship satisfaction or stability for either sex. 
was 
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Sub-Hypothesis 7b: Orderliness, a facet of conscientiousness, was predicted to 

correlate negatively with short-term stability for men, based on previous research 

findings. However, orderliness was not associated with or predictive of relationship 

stability for men. 

Hypothesis 8: Conscientiousness was expected to correlate positively and 

significantiy with Storge, Agape, Eros, and Pragma, based on previous research. 

However, conscientiousness was not significantly correlated with Storge, Eros, or 

Pragma for either sex and was not significantly correlated with Agape for women. 

Conscientiousness was, however, positively and significantly correlated with Agape for 

men (r = 0.33, p < .01) (see Table 3.2). 

Hypothesis 9: Agreeableness was predicted to correlate positively and 

significantly with and be predictive of relationship satisfaction and short-term stability, 

consistent with past research. However, agreeableness was not significantly correlated 

with satisfaction or stability for either sex. In addition, agreeableness was not a 

significant predictor of satisfaction or stability for either sex or the combined sample. 

No predictions were made regarding the association between agreeableness and 

intimacy, but these two variables were significantly and positively correlated for males (r 

= 0.29, E<.01) (see Table 3.1). 

Sub-Hypothesis 9a: Tmst, a facet of agreeableness, was expected to correlate 

strongly and positively with short-term stability, consistent with past research. However, 

tmst was not significantly correlated with relationship stability. 
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Hypothesis 10: Agreeableness was expected to correlate positively with Storge 

and Agape and negatively with Mania, Ludus, and Pragma, based on past research. 

However, agreeableness was not significantiy associated with Storge, Agape, Mania, and 

Pragma. Agreeableness was significantly and negatively correlated with Ludus for males 

(r = -0.36, E < .01) (see Table 3.2), but not for females. 

Relationship satisfaction and intimacy were each expected to be positively and 

significantly correlated with Eros, Agape, and Storge, consistent with past research. 

Satisfaction was significantiy and positively correlated with Eros for men (r = 0.72, E < 

.01) and women (r = 0.64, p < .01) (see Table 3.1 for both). However, satisfaction was 

positively and significantiy correlated with Storge (r = 0.29, p < .01) and Agape (r = 0.63, 

E < .01) (see Table 3.1 for both) for men only. There was a similar pattern for intimacy, 

as it correlated significantiy and positively with Eros for men (r = 0.61, p < .01) and 

women (r = 0.57, E < -01) (see Table 3.1 for both). Intimacy was positively and 

significantiy correlated with Storge (r = 0.40, p < .01) and Agape (r = 0.44, p < .01) (see 

Table 3.1 for both) for men, but not for women. 

Satisfaction and intimacy were also expected to be negatively and significantly 

correlated with Ludus, based on past research. This hypothesis was supported. 

Satisfaction was negatively correlated with Ludus for women (r = -0.36, p < .01) and men 

(r = -0.40, E < -01) (see Table 3.1 for both), and intimacy was negatively correlated with 

Ludus for women (r = -0.43, E < -01) and men (r = -0.28, E < -01) (see Table 3.1 for 

both). Unexpectedly, Mania was significantly and negatively correlated with satisfaction 
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(r = -0.37, E < .01) and intimacy (r = -0.30, E < 01) (see Table 3.1 for both) for women, 

but not for men. 

Relationship stability was expected to correlate positively with Pragma and 

negatively with Ludus. However, stability was not significantly associated with either 

Pragma or Ludus for either sex separately. Ludus was negatively and significantly 

correlated with short-term stability for the combined sample (r = -0.29, p < .01). 

Mediation Analvses 

Analyses were conducted to test the hypotheses regarding potential mediation 

effects of love styles on the association between personality variables and other 

relationship variables (i.e., satisfaction, intimacy, and short-term stability). Analyses were 

performed using the procedures and conditions outiined by Baron and Kenny (1986; see 

also Holmbeck, 1997). A short explanation of the procedures and conditions of mediation 

analysis is necessary for clarity. Briefly, four conditions must be met: 1) the predictor 

variable must be significantly associated with the potential mediator variable, 2) the 

predictor variable must be significantly associated with the dependent variable, 3) the 

mediator variable must be significantly associated with the dependent variable, and 4) the 

association of the predictor variable and the dependent variable when the mediator 

variable is controlled must be significantly less compared to the association of the 

predictor variable and dependent variable when the mediator variable is not controlled 

(Baron & Kenny; Holmbeck). These conditions were tested on the mediation hypotheses. 
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but none of the predictions was supported. More specific examination of these analyses 

follows. 

Hypothesis Testing 

All of the following correlations are presented on Tables 3.1 and 3.2. 

Hypothesis 11: It was hypothesized that Eros and Agape would each mediate the 

relationships of extraversion with both satisfaction and intimacy. However, extraversion 

was not associated with Eros for females (r = 0.20, p > .01) or males (r = 0.24, p > .01); 

and extraversion was not associated with Agape for females (r = -0.09, p > .01) or males 

(r == 0.19, E > .01). Therefore, the first condition of mediation was not satisfied. 

Hypothesis 12: It was hypothesized that Storge would mediate the relationship 

between neuroticism and satisfaction. However, neuroticism was not correlated with 

Storge for females (r = -0.13, p > .01) or males (r = -0.24, E > -01). Therefore, the first 

condition of mediation was not satisfied. 

Hypothesis 13: It was hypothesized that Eros, Agape, and Storge would each 

mediate the relationship between conscientiousness and satisfaction. However, 

conscientiousness was not significantly correlated with Eros for females (r = 0.09, p > 

.01) or males (r = 0.16, E > -01), Storge for females (r = 0.07, p > .01) or males (r = 0.26, 

P > .01), and Agape for females (r = 0.03, p > .01). Therefore, the first condition of 

mediation was not satisfied for these variables. Conscientiousness was significantly 

correlated with Agape for males (r = 0.33, p < .01), which satisfies the first condition of 

mediation. However, conscientiousness was not significantly correlated with satisfaction 
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for males (r = 0.20, E > -01). Therefore, the second condition of mediation was not 

satisfied for Agape being a mediating variable between conscientiousness and 

relationship satisfaction for men. 

Hypothesis 14: It was hypothesized that Pragma would mediate the relationship 

between conscientiousness and relationship stability. However, conscientiousness was 

not significantly correlated with Pragma for females (r = 0.12, p > .01) or males (r = 0.19, 

E > .01). Therefore, the first condition of mediation was not satisfied. 

Hypothesis 15: It was hypothesized that Storge, Agape, and Ludus would each 

mediate the relationship between agreeableness and satisfaction. However, agreeableness 

was not significantiy associated with Storge for females (r = 0.08, p > .01) or males (r = 

0.15, E > .01), Agape for females (r = 0.12, p > .01) or males (r = 0.10, p > -01), and 

Ludus for females (r = -0.14, E > -01). Therefore, the first condition of mediation was not 

satisfied among these variables. Agreeableness was significantly correlated with Ludus 

for males (r = -0.36, E < -01), but agreeableness was not significantiy associated with 

relationship satisfaction for males (r = 0.21, E > 01). Therefore, the second condition of 

mediation was not satisfied for Ludus mediating the relationship between agreeableness 

and satisfaction for men. 

Hypothesis 16: It was hypothesized that Ludus and Pragma would each mediate 

the relationship between agreeableness and relationship stability. Agreeableness was not 

significantiy associated with Pragma for females (r = 0.02, £ > 01) or males (r = -0.08, p 

> .01) or Ludus for females (r = -0.14, E > -01). Therefore, the first condition of 

mediation was not satisfied among these variables. However, agreeableness and Ludus 
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were significantiy correlated for males (r = -0.36, £ < -01). Thus, the first condition of 

mediation for Ludus mediating the relationship between agreeableness and relationship 

stability was satisfied. However, Agreeableness was not significantly associated with 

relationship stability for males (r = -0.20, p > .01). Therefore, the second condition of 

mediation was not satisfied among these variables. 

Exploratory mediation analyses were performed using variables that were 

significantly correlated. For males, Ludus and neuroticism were significantly correlated (r 

= 0.40, £ < .01), neuroticism was significantiy correlated with satisfaction (r = -0.38, £ < 

.01) and intimacy (r = -0.53, £ < .01), and Ludus was significantiy correlated with 

satisfaction (r = -0.40, £ < .01) and intimacy (r = -0.28, £ < .01). Therefore, regressions 

were performed on these variables. Neuroticism was a significant predictor of Ludus 

(overall F = 17.38, t = 4.17, p < .01) (condition 1), relationship satisfaction (overall F = 

14.75, t = -3.84, p < .01) (condition 2), and intimacy (overaU F = 34.30, t = -5.86, p < 

.01) (condition 2). Both Ludus and neuroticism were entered in two simultaneous 

regression equations with satisfaction and intimacy as the dependent variables. Ludus 

was a significant predictor of satisfaction (t = -2.88, p < .01) (condition 3), but not 

intimacy (t = -0.78, p > .01) (condition 3). Also, when Ludus was controlled, neuroticism 

was no longer a significant predictor of relationship satisfaction (t = -2.49, p > .01). 

Therefore, the relative effect of the association between neuroticism and relationship 

satisfaction was significant when Ludus was not controlled (t = -3.84, p < .01), but this 

association was less and non-significant when Ludus was controlled (t = -2.49, p > .01). 
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The path from neuroticism (predictor) to relationship satisfaction (dependem variable) 

was tested with the path from Ludus (mediator) to satisfaction (with neuroticism 

controlled) in order to test for a significant difference (Baron 8c Kenny, 1986; Sobel, 

1982). The results (z = -2.47, p > .01) indicated that Ludus does not completely mediate 

the relationship between neuroticism and relationship satisfaction for men. However, 

partial mediation may occur. 

For females, Mania and neuroticism were significantly correlated (r = 0.45, p < 

.01), neuroticism was significantiy correlated with satisfaction (r = -0.28, £ < .01) and 

intimacy (r = -0.25, £ < .01), and Mania was significantiy correlated with satisfaction (r = 

-0.37, £ < .01) and intimacy (r = -0.30, £ < .01). Therefore, regressions were performed 

on these variables. Neuroticism was a significant predictor of Mania (overall F = 25.38, t 

= 5.04, p < .01) (condition 1), relationship satisfaction (overall F = 8.52, t = -2.92, p < 

.01) (condition 2), and intimacy (overall F = 6.92, t = -2.63, £ < .01) (condition 2). Both 

Mania and neuroticism were entered in two simultaneous regression equations with 

satisfaction and intimacy as the dependent variables. Mania was a significant predictor of 

satisfaction (t = -3.04, p < .01) (condition 3), but not intimacy (t = -2.29, £ > .01) 

(condition 3). Also, when Mania was controlled, neuroticism was no longer a significant 

predictor of relationship satisfaction (t = -1.37, p > .01). Therefore, the relative effect of 

the association between neuroticism and relationship satisfaction was significant when 

Mania was not controlled (t = -2.92, p < .01), but this association was less and non

significant when Mania was controlled (t = -1.37, p > .01). The path from neuroticism 

(predictor) to relationship satisfaction (dependent variable) was tested with the path from 
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Mania (mediator) to satisfaction (with neuroticism controlled) in order to test for a 

significant difference (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Sobel, 1982). The results (z = -3.17, p < 

.01) indicated that Mania completely mediates the relationship between neuroticism and 

relationship satisfaction for women. 

Finally, for males, Ludus and agreeableness were significantly correlated (r = -

0.36, £ < .01), agreeableness was significantly correlated with intimacy (r - 0.29, £ < 

.01), and Ludus was significantly correlated with intimacy (r = -0.28, £ < .01). Therefore, 

regressions were performed on these variables. Agreeableness was a significant predictor 

of Ludus (overall F = 13.06, t = -3.61, p < .01) (condition 1) and intimacy (overall F = 

8.25, t = 2.87, p < .01) (condition 2). Both Ludus and agreeableness were entered in a 

simultaneous regression equation with intimacy as the dependent variable. However, 

Ludus was not a significant predictor of intimacy (t = -1.86, £ > .01) (condition 3). 

Therefore, the third condition of mediation was not satisfied. 

Factor Analvsis 

A principal components analysis was performed on the facet variables for the 

combined sample in order to examine the factor stmcture of the five factors. The analysis 

was set to extract 5 factors, and a varimax rotation was done. The factor stmcture was 

recovered, with the first 5 components having the following eigenvalues: A-i = 6.39, Xj = 

3 91^ ^3 = 2.96, ?L4= 2.12, and 15= 1.88. These five factors account for 57.52% of the 

total variance among the facets. The first component of the factor analysis represents 

conscientiousness, the second component represents extraversion, the third component 
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represents neuroticism, the fourth component represents agreeableness, and the fifth 

component represents openness to experience. Table 3.9 presents the loadings of the facet 

variables on each component. 
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Table 3.9. Loadings of the Facet Variables on the Five Factors. 

Anxiety 

Anger Hostility 

Depression 

Self-Consciousness 

Impulsiveness 

Vulnerability 

Warmth 

Gregariousness 

Assertiveness 

Activity 

Excitement-Seeking 

Positive Emotions 

Fantasy 

Aesthetics 

Feelings 

Actions 

Ideas 

Values 

Component 

1 

-0.072 

0.034 

-0.298 

-0.202 

-0.408 

-0.532 

0.162 

-0.060 

0.291 

0.392 

0.003 

0.116 

-0.274 

-0.129 

0.060 

-0.329 

0.045 

-0.083 

Component 

2 

O.OIO 

-0.266 

-0.324 

-0.204 

0.016 

-0.179 

0.822 

0.808 

0.337 

0.383 

0.439 

0.725 

0.229 

0.025 

0.314 

-0.091 

-0.053 

-0.061 

Component 

3 

0.779 

0.565 

0.701 

0.791 

0.446 

0.581 

-0.130 

-0.091 

-0.351 

0.007 

-0.011 

-0.201 

0.143 

0.046 

0.128 

-0.377 

-0.093 

-0.077 

Component 

4 

0.063 

-0.520 

0.036 

0.127 

-0.300 

0.134 

0.186 

-0.128 

-0.467 

-0.362 

-0.489 

0.005 

0.023 

0.093 

-0.089 

0.074 

-0.091 

0.095 

Component 

5 

0.059 

-0.002 

0.087 

-0.072 

0.190 

-0.139 

0.135 

-0.129 

0.036 

-0.154 

0.214 

0.199 

0.614 

0.739 

0.649 

0.327 

0.746 

0.531 
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Table 3.9. Continued. 

Trust 

Straightforwardness 

Altruism 

Compliance 

Modesty 

Tender-Mindedness 

Competence 

Order 

Dutifulness 

Achievement Striving 

Self-Discipline 

Deliberation 

Component 

1 

0.018 

0.136 

0.353 

-0.008 

-0.111 

0.024 

0.774 

0.684 

0.716 

0.735 

0.782 

0.630 

Component 

2 

0.547 

0.123 

0.558 

0.191 

-0.089 

0.395 

0.148 

0.006 

0.144 

0.041 

0.053 

-0.065 

Component 

3 

-0.381 

-0.092 

0.017 

-0.014 

0.163 

0.010 

-0.195 

0.155 

-0.106 

-0.109 

-0.278 

-0.151 

Component 

4 

0.274 

0.728 

0.440 

0.764 

0.618 

0.395 

-0.123 

-0.020 

0.130 

-0.168 

-0.029 

0.244 

Component 

5 

-0.067 

0.050 

0.216 

-0.017 

0.092 

0.364 

0.162 

-0.220 

0.048 

-0.114 

-0.105 

-0.193 

Note. Loadings over .35 in absolute value are given in boldface. 
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

The Five Factors 

Extraversion 

Extraversion is characterized by several positive characteristics including 

sociability, affection, and friendliness (McCrae & Costa, 1987). Facets of extraversion 

include warmth, gregariousness, assertiveness, activity, excitement seeking, and positive 

emotions (Costa & McCrae, 1992; McCrae & Costa, 1989a). These characteristics and 

facets of extraversion would seemingly contribute to greater levels of intimacy, stability, 

and satisfaction in close relationships. In addition, several researchers have found that 

extraversion is significantly correlated with relationship satisfaction (Bentler & 

Newcomb, 1978; Kamey & Bradbury, 1995; Kelly & Conley, 1987; White, 2000) 

intimacy (Shadish, 1986; White, 2000), and relationship stability (Barry, 1970). 

However, other researchers have found a different pattern, with extraversion being 

associated with decreased levels of satisfaction (Bentler & Newcomb; Sabatelli et al., 

1983) and marital instability (Eysenck, 1980; Karney & Bradbury; Newcomb & Bentler, 

1981). 

The current research indicates that extraversion was not significantly associated 

with relationship satisfaction for either sex. Therefore, current results are inconsistent 

with past results that suggest extraversion is associated with either increased or decreased 

levels of relationship satisfaction. Current findings are similar to those of Zaleski and 
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Galkowska (1978), who found extraversion umelated to satisfaction. In separate analyses 

for women and men, extraversion was not a significant predictor of relationship 

satisfaction for either sex. 

Also, extraversion was not significantly correlated with intimacy for females. 

Extraversion was significantly associated with intimacy for males, however. These results 

may indicate an important gender difference, with higher levels of extraversion in males 

being associated with perceived intimacy in romantic relationships. The same may not be 

tme of females. However, extraversion was not a significant predictor of intimacy for 

males in regression analyses. Therefore, extraversion seems to be moderately associated 

with, but not predictive of, intimacy for males only. 

Extraversion has also been associated with love styles in past research. However, 

the findings have been inconsistent. For example, extraversion has been positively 

correlated with Ludus, Eros, Agape, and Mania (Lester & Philbrick, 1988; Middleton, 

1993; Woll, 1989). Excitement seeking, a facet of extraversion has been negatively 

associated with Pragma and Storge (Woll). However, other researchers have reported that 

extraversion was positively associated with Storge and umelated to Ludus (Fehr & 

Broughton, 2001; Middleton; White, 2000). Current resuhs indicate that extraversion was 

not significantly associated with any of the love styles for either sex. However, the 

correlation between extraversion and Eros approached significance for both sexes and 

was significant for the combined sample. 
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Neuroticism 

Neuroticism is characterized by negative affect, insecurity, and worry (McCrae & 

Costa, 1987). Facets of neuroticism include "anxiety, hostility, depression, self-

consciousness, impulsiveness, and vulnerability" (Costa & McCrae, 1992; McCrae & 

Costa, 1985, p. 712). These characteristics and facets of neuroticism would seemingly 

contribute to negative relationship characteristics. Also, several researchers have found 

nevuoticism to be associated with decreased levels of relationship satisfaction (Kamey & 

Bradbury, 1995; Kelly & Conley, 1987; Kwan et al., 1997, Middleton, 1993; Sanderson 

& Kurdek, 1993; Shaver & Brennan, 1992) and relationship instability (Barry, 1970; Gate 

et al., 2002; Eysenck, 1980; Kamey & Bradbury; Kelly & Conley; Newcomb & Bentier, 

1981; Shaver & Brennan). However, Shadish (1986) reported that neuroticism was 

positively associated with intimacy. 

The current results indicate that neuroticism was negatively correlated with 

relationship satisfaction for men and women, separately. The association was stronger for 

men. Also, neuroticism was a significant predictor of decreased relationship satisfaction 

for the combined sample. These results are consistent with past research. Therefore, 

neuroticism seems to be associated with and predictive of lower levels of relationship 

satisfaction for females and males. Neuroticism was not significantly correlated with or 

predictive of relationship stability. This may be due to a lack of sufficient power. 

In addition, neuroticism was negatively and significantly correlated with intimacy 

for females and males. This association was stronger for men. Neuroticism was also a 

significant predictor of intimacy for males and the combined sample, but not for females. 
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Therefore, neuroticism seems to be associated with and predictive of lower levels of 

intimacy in close relationships, especially for males. These results are inconsistent with 

those reported by Shadish (1986). 

Neuroticism has also been associated with love styles in the research literature. 

For example, neuroticism and associated facets (e.g., impulsiveness) have been positively 

associated with Mania (Fehr & Broughton, 2001; Lester & Philbrick, 1988; Middleton, 

1993; Woll, 1989). The current results partially support the prediction that neuroticism is 

positively associated with Mania. The current study found that neuroticism and Mania 

were positively and significantly correlated for females, but not for males. The current 

results are inconsistent with those of Woll, in that the current study did not find 

impulsiveness to be significantly associated with Mania. Past researchers have also 

reported a negative relationship between neuroticism and Storge (Fehr & Broughton; 

Woll). However, neuroticism was not significantly associated with Storge for either sex 

in the current study. In addition, neuroticism was unexpectedly and positively correlated 

with Agape for women. Therefore, the current research is partially consistent with past 

research that has found a positive association between neuroticism and Mania. The 

current study did not find an association between neuroticism and Storge or between 

impulsiveness and Mania and unexpectedly found a positive correlation between 

neuroticism and Agape for women. 
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Openness to Experience 

Openness to experience is characterized by originality and imagination (McCrae 

& Costa, 1987). Facets of opermess include openness to fantasy, aesthetics, feelings, 

actions, ideas, and values (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Shaver & Brennan, 1992). Out of the 

five factors, opermess has been demonstrated to show the least association with 

relationship variables. However, some researchers have found openness and associated 

facets (e.g., openness to aesthetics, ideas, and values) to be inversely associated with 

marital stability, relationship length, and satisfaction (Kamey & Bradbury, 1995; Shaver 

& Brennan). Another researcher reported that opermess to experience was positively 

associated with relationship satisfaction for women (Middleton, 1993). Openness has also 

been associated with Eros for men and Storge for women (Middleton). 

The current results indicate that openness to experience was umelated to 

relationship satisfaction and stability for both men and women. In addition, openness was 

not a significant predictor of relationship satisfaction or relationship stability. The current 

research found that openness was not significantly correlated with any of the love styles 

for either sex. 

Agreeableness 

Agreeableness is characterized by tmst, sympathy, and cooperativeness (McCrae 

& Costa, 1987). Facets of agreeableness include "tmst, straightforwardness, altmism, 

compliance, modesty, and tender-mindedness" (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Costa et al., 

1991, p. 888). These characteristics and facets of agreeableness would seemingly 

57 



contribute to greater levels of stability and satisfaction in close relationships. In addition, 

several researchers have found that agreeableness and tmst are positively associated with 

relationship satisfaction (Karney & Bradbury, 1995; Kelly & Conley, 1987; Kwan et al., 

1997; Middleton, 1993) and marital stability (Barry, 1970; Kamey & Bradbury). 

The current results indicate that agreeableness was not significantly associated 

with relationship satisfaction for either sex. These results are inconsistent with those of 

past researchers. However, the current study did find agreeableness to be positively and 

significantly correlated with relationship satisfaction for the combined sample. This 

indicates that a relationship between agreeableness and satisfaction may exist, but that 

analyzing the data separately by gender resulted in a lack of sufficient power. Also, 

agreeableness was unexpectedly correlated positively with intimacy for males. In 

addition, agreeableness was not a significant predictor of relationship satisfaction or 

intimacy for either sex or the combined sample. Therefore, agreeableness appears to be 

positively associated with, but not predictive of satisfaction for the combined sample and 

with intimacy for males only. Agreeableness was not significantly correlated with or 

predictive of relationship stability for either sex. This may be due to a lack of sufficient 

power. 

Agreeableness has also been positively associated with Storge and Agape and 

negatively correlated with Mania, Ludus, and Pragma (Fehr & Broughton, 2001; 

Middleton, 1993). The only significant correlation between agreeableness and these love 

styles in the current study was the association between agreeableness and Ludus for 
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males only. This correlation was negative, indicating that those males higher in 

agreeableness are less endorsing of the Ludus love style. 

Conscientiousness 

Conscientiousness is characterized by self-control, ambition, and perseverance 

(Costa & McCrae, 1987). Facets of conscientiousness include "competence, order, 

dutifiilness, achievement striving, self-discipline, and deliberation" (Costa & McCrae, 

1992; Costa et al., 1991, p. 889). These characteristics and facets of conscientiousness 

would seemingly contribute to greater levels of satisfaction and stability in relationships. 

However, there have been mixed results regarding the associations between 

conscientiousness and relationship variables. For example, some researchers have 

reported that this factor and deliberateness (a facet) are positively associated with 

relationship satisfaction (Kamey & Bradbury, 1995; Kwan et al., 1997; Middleton, 1993) 

and relationship stability (Kamey & Bradbury; Shaver & Brennan, 1992). Also, 

Newcomb and Bentler (1981) reported that order, a facet of conscientiousness, was 

predictive of divorce. 

The current research indicates that conscientiousness and deliberateness were 

umelated to relationship satisfaction and stability for either sex. Also, orderliness and 

relationship stability were not significantly correlated for men. In addition, 

conscientiousness was not a significant predictor of satisfaction or stability for either sex 

or the combined sample. 
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Conscientiousness has been associated with several love styles including Storge, 

Agape, Eros, and Pragma (Fehr & Broughton, 2001; Middleton, 1993). The only 

significant correlation between conscientiousness and these love styles in the current 

study was the positive association between conscientiousness and Agape for males only. 

Relationship Variables 

Relationship satisfaction has been consistently and positively associated with Eros 

(Grote & Frieze, 1994; Hendrick, Hendrick, & Adler, 1988; Meeks, Hendrick, & 

Hendrick, 1998; Richardson, Medvin, & Hammock, 1988; White, 2000), Agape (Meeks 

et al.; Richardson et al.), and Storge (Grote & Frieze; Meeks et al.; White) in the research 

literatiire. The current results found support for the positive association between 

relationship satisfaction and Eros, as these two variables were significantly correlated for 

females and males. In addition, satisfaction was significantly and positively associated 

with Storge and Agape, for males only. 

Satisfaction has also been negatively correlated with Ludus (Grote & Frieze, 

1994; Hendrick et al., 1988, Meeks et al., 1998; Richardson et al., 1988; White, 2000) 

and Mania (Davis & Oathout, 1987; Richardson et al.). However, Meeks et al. reported 

that Mania was positively associated with satisfaction. The current research found that 

satisfaction was negatively and significantly correlated with Ludus for females and 

males. Therefore, the current study is consistent with past results. In addition, satisfaction 

was negatively and significantly correlated with Mania for females only. This result may 
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clarify the conflicting results in past research because the relationship between 

satisfaction and Mania may be specific to women. 

Intimacy is very similar to relationship satisfaction, and these two constmcts have 

showTi similar pattems with respect to their associations with love styles. For example, 

intimacy has been positively correlated with Eros (Levy & Davis, 1988; White, 2000), 

Storge (White), and Agape (Levy & Davis). Also, intimacy has been negatively 

associated with Ludus (Levy & Davis; White). The current study suggests that intimacy 

was positively associated with Eros for both sexes. However, like satisfaction, intimacy 

was positively and significantly correlated with Storge and Agape for men only. In 

addition, intimacy was negatively and significantly correlated with Ludus for females and 

males, and Mania for women. 

Relationship stability was not significantly correlated with Pragma or Ludus for 

either sex separately. However, Ludus was negatively and significantly correlated with 

relationship stability for the combined sample. This indicates that an inverse association 

between these variables does exist, but that a lack of sufficient power was a limitation 

when analyses were performed separately by sex. 

Mediation 

The approach for mediation follows from Bradbury and Fincham's (1988) 

position that proximal variables (e.g., love styles) may mediate the effects of distal 

factors (e.g., personality factors) on dependent measures (e.g., satisfaction and intimacy). 
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None of the mediation hypotheses were supported by the current research. This is due to 

a lack of association between the variables predicted to be involved in mediation. 

However, some interesting findings were revealed when exploratory mediation analyses 

were performed for those variables with significant correlations with each other. 

For example, Ludus, neuroticism, relationship satisfaction, and intimacy were 

examined for potential mediation due to the presence of significant inter-correlations 

among these variables for males. Most of the conditions of mediation were met for the 

presence of Ludus as a mediating variable between neuroticism and relationship 

satisfaction for males in the current sample (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Sobel, 1982). 

Complete mediation was not found, but partial mediation seems to have occurred. 

Therefore, it seems that part of the association between the personality factor of 

neuroticism and the dependent measure of relationship satisfaction is explained by the 

Ludus love style. Males higher in neuroticism and more endorsing of Ludus were more 

likely to report lower levels of satisfaction in their current relationship. 

For females, Mania, neuroticism, relationship satisfaction, and intimacy were 

significantly inter-correlated and therefore examined for mediation effects. All of the 

conditions of mediation were met for the presence of Mania as a mediating variable 

between neuroticism and relationship satisfaction for women in the current study (Baron 

& Kenny, 1986; Sobel, 1982). The resuhs indicated that Mania completely mediates the 

relationship between neuroticism and relationship satisfaction for women. Therefore, the 

association between high neuroticism and lower satisfaction in relationships is 

completely explained by the high endorsement of Mania among women in this sample. 

62 



ive 

Summary 

The current research indicates that extraversion was not significantly associated 

with relationship satisfaction. Also, it was moderately associated with, but not predict 

of, intimacy for males only. Extraversion may be positively associated with Eros, but the 

current study was limited in power for detection of this relationship separately by sex. 

Neuroticism seems to be associated with and predictive of lower levels of 

relationship satisfaction for females and males. Also, neuroticism seems to be associated 

with and predictive of lower levels of intimacy in close relationships, especially for 

males. Neuroticism was not associated with relationship stability, as predicted in the 

current study. The current research is partially consistent with past research that has 

found a positive association between neuroticism and Mania. The current study did not 

find an association between neuroticism and Storge or between impulsiveness and Mania. 

In addition, an unexpected positive correlation was found between neuroticism and 

Agape for women. 

The current results indicate that opermess to experience was unrelated to 

relationship satisfaction and stability for both men and women, and that opermess was not 

significantly correlated with any of the love styles for either sex. 

Agreeableness appears to be positively associated with, but not predictive of 

satisfaction for the combined sample and with intimacy for males only. The only 

significant correlation between agreeableness and the love styles was the association 

between agreeableness and Ludus for males only. This correlation was negative, 
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indicating that those males higher in agreeableness are less endorsing of the Ludus love 

style. 

The current research indicates that conscientiousness and deliberateness are 

umelated to relationship satisfaction for either sex. The only significant correlation 

between conscientiousness and the love styles was the positive association between 

conscientiousness and Agape for males only. 

With respect to relationship satisfaction and intimacy, these two constmcts had 

similar pattems of associations with love styles in the current study. Eros appears to be 

positively and consistently associated with both satisfaction and intimacy for men and 

women. Storge and Agape were positively correlated with satisfaction and intimacy for 

males only. Ludus was consistently and inversely correlated with satisfaction and 

intimacy for both sexes, and Mania was negatively associated with satisfaction and 

intimacy for women only. 

Finally, relationship stability was negatively correlated with Ludus for the 

combined sample. This association was not significant when analyzed separately by sex, 

indicating that a statistical power limitation was present. 

None of the mediation hypotheses were supported by the current research. 

However, some interesting results were found when exploratory mediation analyses were 

performed among variables with significant inter-correlations. For example, part of the 

association between the personality factor of neuroticism and the dependent measure of 

relationship satisfaction was explained by the Ludus love style for men. Males higher in 

neuroticism and more endorsing of Ludus were more likely to report lower levels of 
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satisfaction in their current relationship. Also, the association between high neuroticism 

and lower satisfaction in relationships was completely explained by the high endorsement 

of Mania among women in this sample. 

There were some important gender differences revealed by the current research. 

For example, Ludus was a partial mediator for men and Mania a complete mediator for 

women for the relationship between neuroticism and relationship satisfaction. These 

results indicate that gender is an important factor that influences the associations between 

personality and relationship variables. These gender differences may have implications 

for couple therapists who assess personality variables and their influence on romantic 

relationships. For instance. Mania may have more impact on relationship satisfaction for 

women, while Ludus may have more impact on relationship satisfaction for men. These 

gender differences also have implications for researchers. For example, assessing the 

associations between personality and relationship variables without measuring love styles 

may yield incomplete information. 

Limitations 

Most of the research hypotheses were not supported in the current study. The 

inter-correlations of the personality factors and inter-correlations of the love styles may 

be major limitations of the current research. Several of the personality factors were 

moderately correlated in the current research, which likely reduces the predictability of 

these variables. These correlations were pattemed similarly with the findings of McCrae 

and Costa (1985) and Costa et al. (1991). However, the factor analysis revealed that the 
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factor stmcture of the NEO PI-R was recovered fairly well. Therefore, the independence 

of the five factors is questionable, consistent with past research findings. 

This study had additional limitations that should be discussed. First, many 

correlations approached significance but were found to be non-significant at the .01 alpha 

level. This may be due to a lack of power. For example, insufficient power appeared to be 

a strong limitation with respect to relationship stability data. Therefore, the conclusions 

of the stability data should be interpreted cautiously. Second, the sample was 

homogeneous, and the participants of the current study were mostly white, young, and 

single. Therefore, current results may lack extemal validity. For example, the current data 

may not be comparable with those of past research studies that employed married 

participants. Third, self-report bias is a severe limitation of the current study. Scores on 

the conventionality scale of the P.A.I.R. were abnormally high, especially for females. 

Participants may not have been completely tmthful with their responses to the 

questiormaires. Finally, the methodology had a necessarily static approach (i.e., 

measuring constmcts at one point in time) in researching dynamic variables. A more 

process-oriented approach may yield richer information. 

Conclusions 

Despite the high number of tmsupported hypotheses in the current study, some 

important conclusions can be highlighted. For example, neuroticism was strongly 

associated with relationship variables. Extraversion and agreeableness are two additional 

personality variables that are associated with the quality of close relationships. Finally, 
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relationship satisfaction and intimacy were highly correlated in the current smdy and had 

similar associations with the love styles. 

Neuroticism was the personality factor with the most associations with and 

greatest predictive power of the relationship variables. Neuroticism was negatively 

associated with and predictive of relationship satisfaction and intimacy. Higher levels of 

neuroticism are associated with lower levels of satisfaction and intimacy in relationships. 

In addition, the association between neuroticism and relationship satisfaction for men was 

partially mediated by Ludus. The association between neuroticism and relationship 

satisfaction for women was completely mediated by Mania. Therefore, neuroticism is an 

important personality variable to measure and understand with respect to other 

relationship variables such as satisfaction and intimacy. 

Extraversion and agreeableness were each positively correlated with intimacy for 

males only. This indicates the presence of important gender differences with respect to 

the association between extraversion and intimacy and between agreeableness and 

intimacy in close relationships. Agreeableness was also correlated with relationship 

satisfaction for the combined sample, indicating an important association between this 

personality factor and an important perception about the quality of a romantic 

relationship. 

Relationship satisfaction and intimacy were highly correlated in the current study. 

In addition, these two variables had similar pattems with respect to their associations with 

love styles. For example, both were positively correlated with Eros for females and 

males, and both were positively correlated with Storge and Agape for men only. 
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Satisfaction and intimacy were also negatively correlated with Ludus for females and 

males and negatively correlated with Mania for women only. Despite these similarities, 

these two constructs were associated with the personality factors differently enough to 

warrant treating them as separate, yet similar, variables. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

Future research with a greater number of participants may improve our 

understanding about the relationships between personality variables and relationship 

variables. In particular, more participants for relationship stability data would be a 

tremendous improvement over the current study. In addition, more information may be 

gained from fiiture researchers employing more heterogeneous samples with respect to 

age, ethnicity, and marital status. 
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In an introduction to a special issue of the Joumal of Personalitv and Social 

Psychology, Kihlstrom (1987) stated, "Social psychologists are increasingly examining 

the role of individual differences in moderating the outcomes of interpersonal 

interactions, and personality psychologists are taking increasing notice of the effects of 

the environment outside the individual" (p. 991). Earlier, Barry (1970) stated, "in any 

interpersonal situation, behavior is at least partly determined by the intemal reference 

system (of each of the actors) of self to others and others to self (p. 41). These authors 

have simply pointed out the growing trend within the field of psychology of combining 

personality and social variables in order to gain a more complete and thorough 

understanding of the human condition. 

The present research explores the relationship between personality variables (i.e., 

the five-factor model) and romantic relationship variables (i.e., love styles, relationship 

satisfaction, intimacy, and stability). This exploration is consistent with the dispositional 

strategy (outlined by Snyder & Cantor, 1998), which involves a focus on stable traits and 

enduring dispositions and how they are associated with social behavior. Snyder and 

Cantor explicate that agendas may be conceptualized on many levels including the 

individual, interpersonal, relationship, and group levels. Interpersonal level agendas may 

be distinguished from relationship level agendas because relationship level agendas entail 

a more enduring relationship, emotional closeness, and commitment; while the 

interpersonal level agendas may include brief dyadic interactions. The five factors are 

either mostiy individual (e.g., conscientiousness) or mostly interpersonal (e.g.. 
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extraversion) in nature, while relationship variables would fit with the relationship level 

agenda. 

The following literature review will begin with an exploration of the five-factor 

model of personality. The five factors (extraversion, neuroticism, openness to experience, 

conscientiousness, and agreeableness) and their associated facets will be discussed. This 

discussion will include empirical and theoretical support for this model of personality, 

which is consistent with trait theory, and critiques of the model. A similar area of 

research and theory, interpersonal circle taxonomies, will be related to the five-factor 

model. Finally, this section will conclude with a look at the association between the five 

factors and psychological health and pathology (e.g., personality disorders). A thorough 

discussion of the five-factor model is necessary for more complete understanding of a 

major force within the study of personality. 

The second major section in this literature review is an intersection between the 

personality area of research and relationship variables. This section involves a discussion 

of gender roles and how they are associated with the five factors and relationship 

variables (e.g., relationship satisfaction). Because the associations between personality 

and relationship variables may differ across gender, these associations will be examined 

and analyzed separately for males and females. For example, many of Middleton's 

findings indicated that correlations between relationship satisfaction and personality 

variables were significant for either women or men, but not both genders (1993). 

The next section of the literature review is an examination of major relationship 

variables. First, the love styles (Eros, Ludus, Storge, Mania, Pragma, and Agape) and 
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associated variables are discussed. Second, some highlights from the literature on 

relationship satisfaction are presented. Third, intimacy is examined. This section on 

relationship variables concludes with some discussion of attachment, commitment, and 

attraction. There is a lot of research on relationship variables, and this review contains a 

sampling of empirical evidence that is pertinent to the present study. 

The fourth major section of this literature review discusses how the five-factor 

model and relationship variables have converged and been associated with one another 

within the field. This section includes an examination of the associations of the five-

factor model with relationship satisfaction, relationship success, love styles, social 

support, relationship commitment, emotional regulation, attachment, and intimacy. It is 

important to xmderstand how personality (e.g., the five factors) and relationship variables 

(e.g., love styles) have been associated in past research in order to guide current 

hypotheses and later conclusions. Although there is a lot of research relating personality 

and relationship variables, there are some gaps in our understanding of the convergence 

of these two areas of study. The present research should promote a stronger convergence 

of these two areas. 

Finally, the literature review is summarized to provide convenient examination of 

variables that have previously been associated with the five factors, the six love styles, 

relationship satisfaction, intimacy, and relationship success. This section is intended to 

provide a convenient presentation of the most pertinent information, which guides the 

current research study. 

84 



The Five-Factor Model of Personalitv 

The five-factor model of personality has received consistent support in research 

on personality. The five factors (extraversion, neuroticism, openness to experience, 

agreeableness, and conscientiousness) are thought to be heavily influenced by genetics 

(Digman, 1990; McCrae et al., 2000) and universal (McCrae & Costa, 1997). Also, these 

personality traits are relatively stable over time. This model posits that personality is 

organized as consisting of broad levels (e.g., the five factors) and more specific and 

subordinate levels (e.g., facets). Finally, the support for the independence of the factors 

and facets is mixed, and the five-factor model is not without criticism. 

Extraversion 

Extraversion may be characterized as sociability, affection, friendliness and 

talkativeness (McCrae & Costa, 1987). Extraversion is a superordinate factor consisting 

of six facets that include: warmth, gregariousness, assertiveness, activity, excitement 

seeking, and positive emotions (Costa & McCrae, 1992; McCrae & Costa, 1989a). 

Shaver and Brennan (1992) reported that the former three facets are interpersonal and the 

latter three are temperamental. Extraversion has been positively correlated with 

sensation-seeking (Eysenck & Zuckerman, 1978) and self-esteem (McCrae & Costa, 

1988). In addition, extraversion has been associated with the feeling preference from the 

Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (McCrae & Costa, 1989b; Myers & McCauUey, 1985). 

Extraversion is typically associated with the broader constmct of positive affect 

(Berry & Hansen, 1996; Costa & McCrae, 1980; Emmons & Diener, 1985; Kokkonen & 
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Pulkkinen, 2001; Larsen & Ketelaar, 1991; Tellegen, 1985; Warr, Barter, & 

Brownbridge, 1983; Watson & Clark, 1992; Watson, Clark, Mclmyre, & Hamaker, 

1992). For example, extraversion has been associated with happiness mainly due to the 

affiliative/social tendency, which is an aspect of extraversion (Argyle & Lu, 1990; Berry 

& Hansen; Costa & McCrae; Hills 8c Argyle, 2001; Warr et al., 1983). Happiness and 

extraversion are stable across the lifespan (Costa & McCrae; McCrae & Costa, 1994). 

Argyle and Lu found that extraversion was associated with greater enjoyment and more 

involvement in social activities and that the link between extraversion and happiness is 

accounted for mostiy by social participation. Also, personality differences on the 

dimension of extraversion were predictive of higher levels of happiness and satisfaction 

over a ten-year period, suggesting that this relationship is stable over time (Costa & 

McCrae). This positive emotional experience has been associated with need fulfillment 

within the context of romantic relationships (Le & Agnew, 2001). However, some 

introverts may be classified as happy (Hills & Argyle). 

Neuroticism 

Neuroticism is characterized by worry, insecurity, and self-consciousness 

(McCrae & Costa, 1987). Neuroticism consists of the following facet traits: "anxiety, 

hostility, depression, self-consciousness, impulsiveness, and vulnerability" (Costa & 

McCrae, 1992; McCrae & Costa, 1985, p. 712). Self-esteem and neuroticism have been 

negatively correlated (McCrae & Costa, 1988). Also, neuroticism has been associated 
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with the feeling preferences from the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (Myers & McCauUey, 

1985) for women (McCrae & Costa, 1989b). 

Neuroticism has been associated with the broader constmct of negative affect and 

is negatively correlated with happiness (Berry & Hansen, 1996; Costa & McCrae, 1980; 

Emmons & Diener, 1985; Hills 8c Argyle, 2001; Kokkonen & Pulkkinen, 2001; Larsen & 

Ketelaar, 1991; McCrae & Costa, 1987; Tellegen, 1985; Warr et al., 1983; Watson & 

Clark, 1992; Watson et al., 1992). Also, personality differences on the dimension of 

neuroticism predicted lower levels of happiness over a ten-year period, suggesting that 

this relationship is stable over time (Costa & McCrae, 1980). This negative emotional 

experience has been associated with a lack of need fulfillment within the context of 

romantic relationships (Le & Agnew, 2001). 

Opermess to Experience 

Openness to experience has been characterized by terms including original, 

daring, and imaginative (McCrae & Costa, 1987). Opermess facets include opermess to 

fantasy, aesthetics, feelings, actions, ideas, and values (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Shaver & 

Brennan, 1992). Also, openness has been correlated with intelligence (r = .30), although 

evidence has suggested that they are independent, but overlapping constmcts (McCrae & 

Costa, 1985, 1987, 1989b). Watson and Clark (1992) also found that openness was 

correlated with a measure of positive affect. In addition, opermess has also been 

associated with higher levels of gratification with social interactions and lower levels of 

loneliness (McCourt & Fitzpatrick, 2001). Finally, openness has been associated with the 
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intuitive and perceiving preferences from the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (McCrae & 

Costa, 1989b; Myers & McCauUey, 1985). 

Conscientiousness 

Conscientiousness has been associated with self-control, ambition, and 

perseverance (McCrae & Costa, 1987). Conscientiousness has also been related to 

positive affect, especially the achievement facet (Watson & Clark, 1992) and self-esteem 

(McCrae & Costa, 1988). The six facets of conscientiousness include "competence, 

order, dutifulness, achievement striving, self-discipline, and deliberation" (Costa & 

McCrae, 1992; Costa, McCrae, & Dye, 1991, p. 889). Also, conscientiousness has been 

associated with the judging preference from the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (McCrae & 

Costa, 1989b; Myers & McCauUey, 1985). 

Agreeableness 

Agreeableness has been characterized as tmsting, sympathetic, and cooperative 

(McCrae & Costa, 1987). Agreeableness has been associated with poshive affect (Watson 

& Clark, 1992) and self-esteem (McCrae & Costa, 1988). The facets of agreeableness 

include "tmst, straightforwardness, altmism, compliance, modesty, and tender-

mindedness" (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Costa et al., 1991, p. 888). In addition, 

agreeableness has been associated with the feeling preference from the Myers-Briggs 

Type Indicator (McCrae & Costa, 1989b; Myers & McCauUey, 1985). 
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Tremendous amounts of empirical support have converged on the five-factor 

model of personality (Costa et al., 1991). Empirical evidence has increasingly supported 

the five-factor model as a "comprehensive taxonomy of personality traits" (McCrae & 

Costa, 1987, p. 86). Digman (1990) reviewed the research of five investigators who 

independently explained that personality is "described by five superordinate constmcts" 

(p. 420). However, according to Digman, the interpretation of these constmcts has been 

less consistent. Also, Block (1995) pointed out that advocates of a five-factor approach to 

personality theory do not always agree on the meaning or assignment of the factor and 

facet variables. The five-factor model "has been of great utility to the field by integrating 

and systematizing diverse conceptions and measures" (McCrae & Costa, 1999, p. 139). 

The five-factor model is not a theory, but rather adopts the premises of trait theory in that 

individuals can be characterized by individual differences that are stable over time, 

consistent across situations, and involve pattems of thought, affect and behavior (McCrae 

& Costa, 1996, 1999). The four premises of trait theory that are consistent with the five-

factor model include: knowability (personality is an appropriate subject of study), 

rationality (people understand themselves and other people), variability (people differ), 

and proactivity ("locus of causation" is within a person) (McCrae & Costa, 1999, p. 141). 

The five-factor model originated from "factor analyses of personality descriptions 

obtained from self-reports and observer ratings" (McCrae & Costa, 1996, p. 58). McCrae 

and Costa (1985) added agreeableness and conscientiousness to Norman's (1963, as cited 

in McCrae & Costa, 1985) taxonomy of neuroticism, extraversion, and openness to 
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experience (see also Costa et al., 1991). There is strong evidence that self reports and 

observer ratings adequately converge (McCrae & Costa, 1996). 

There is evidence for a strong genetic component to some of the five factors (e.g., 

extraversion, conscientiousness, and neuroticism) (Digman, 1990). McCrae et al. (2000) 

argued that personality traits are "endogenous dispositions that follow intrinsic paths of 

development essentially independent of environmental influences" (p. 173; see also 

McCrae & Costa, 1996, 1999). This genetic influence affects the five factors and the 

subordinate facets (McCrae et al.). However, the authors also state that environment does 

play an important role in shaping the conditions within which personality traits develop, 

providing situations in which traits are expressed, supplying trait indicators, and 

influencing "skills, values, attitudes, and identities" (McCrae et al., p. 175). Support for 

this argument comes from parent studies, behavioral genetic studies, cross-cultural 

studies of personality, and animal comparative studies (McCrae et al.). 

Additionally, the five factors have proven to be generally stable over long periods 

of time (Digman, 1990; McCrae & Costa, 1994) and across diverse culmres (McCrae & 

Costa, 1997). Support for these arguments come from longitudinal (McCrae et al., 2000) 

and cross-cultural studies (McCrae & Costa, 1997). This stability applies to all five 

factors and "virtually everyone" (McCrae & Costa, 1994, p. 173; McCrae & Costa, 

1997). However, some developmental changes of personality traits are thought to occur 

up to the age of 30, with stability of personality increasing up to this age (McCrae et al.; 

McCrae & Costa, 1994, 1996). For instance, levels of neuroticism, extraversion, and 

opermess factors decline with age, while levels of agreeableness and conscientiousness 
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increase with age (McCrae et al.; McCrae 8c Costa, 1988). In other words, as people get 

older, they become less neurotic, more introverted, more 'set in their ways,' more 

cooperative, and more conscientious; according to these authors. 

There is mixed support for the independence of the five factors. Block (1995) 

points out that the factors and facets of the five-factor model are not completely 

orthogonal and become less so with heterogeneous samples. For example. Berry and 

Hansen (1996) found that extraversion and positive affect comprised one factor, 

neuroticism and negative affect were a second factor, and opermess, conscientiousness, 

and agreeableness were separate factors. Costa and McCrae (1995), in responding to 

criticism, reported that the five factors are theoretically orthogonal despite some inter

relations among some of the facets and empirical evidence of correlations among the 

factors. McCrae and Costa (1985) found that neuroticism and opermess were negatively 

and extraversion was positively correlated with conscientiousness. Costa et al. (1991) 

replicated this latter finding, but not the former. McCrae and Costa (1985) also reported 

that agreeableness and extraversion were slightly correlated with each other, but Costa et 

al. did not replicate this finding. Finally, there was a moderate and negative correlation 

between neuroticism and agreeableness (Costa et al., 1991; McCrae & Costa, 1985). 

Costa et al. (1991) also foimd a positive correlation between extraversion and opermess 

and negative correlations of neuroticism with conscientiousness and extraversion. 

Additionally, the five-factor model posits that traits are organized hierarchically 

from broad constmcts (the five factors including: extraversion, neuroticism, openness, 

agreeableness, and conscientiousness) to specific constmcts (e.g., facets of each factor) 
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(McCrae & Costa, 1996, 1999). These factors and associated facets will be reviewed in 

more detail. 

However, the five-factor model is not completely supported. In a critical review 

of the five-factor approach. Block (1995) discussed his concems with the model's 

popularity, and potentially limiting effects the model could have on psychology and 

personality research. For example, Block argued that the research has focused too 

narrowly on across-individual personality characteristics when "personality stmctures lie 

within individuals" (p. 188). Block also suggested that personality research, in general, 

and studies of the five-factor model, specifically, not be limited and constrained by factor 

analysis because this method is not sufficient. In addition. Block expressed concem with 

the lexical hypothesis (the idea that personality descriptors will be found in language) and 

the layperson source (i.e., undergraduate college students) of the personality descriptors 

used, suggesting that the descriptors should come from informed and knowledgeable 

scientists. Both Block and Costa and McCrae (1995) agree that the comprehensiveness of 

the five-factor model cannot be verified. 

In addition, the more general area of personality research has been criticized. 

Mischel (1968) has reported that the correlations between personality traits and 

behavioral measures are extremely low (as cited in Ross & Nisbett, 1991). Mischel 

concluded that situational factors influence behavior more than personality (Ross & 

Nisbett). 
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Interpersonal Circles 

Interpersonal circles are useful means of organizing and describing the traits 

within the interpersonal domain and the statistical relationships between these traits. 

Typically, these interpersonal circles are presented in a two-dimensional figure (i.e., a 

circle) with two main axes of love and power. The five-factor model of personality is 

closely associated with interpersonal circle taxonomies that have been proposed (Watson, 

1998). There is consensus in the area of interpersonal circle taxonomies that interpersonal 

constmcts may be broadly associated with love and power dimensions (Digman, 1990; 

Fehr & Broughton, 2001; Watson; Watson et al., 1992). Agreeableness could be 

interpreted as love on the first dimension, whereas extraversion corresponds to power 

(Digman, 1990). In addition, McCrae and Costa (1996) reported that agreeableness and 

extraversion correspond to the two main axes of interpersonal circles, while neuroticism 

is related to psychopathology. 

Wiggins (1979, 1982) presented a "circumplex of interpersonal variables" (1979, 

p. 399) that includes the following constmcts: ambitious/dominant, 

gregarious/extraverted, warm/agreeable, unassuming/ingenuous, lazy/submissive, 

aloof/introverted, cold/quarrelsome, and arrogant/calculating. Extraversion of the five-

factor model is similar to Wiggins' gregarious/extraverted versus aloof/introverted 

dichotomy, and agreeableness is consistent with the warm/agreeable versus 

cold/quarrelsome dimension. Wiggins (1982) further elaborated on his circumplex by 

specifying that extraversion and agreeableness are related to differing behaviors, either 

granting or denying love and status. For example, the gregarious/extraverted person 
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would grant love to self and other and grant status to self and other, while the 

aloof/introverted person would be associated with a denial of love to self and other as 

well as a denial of status to self and other (Wiggins, 1982). Also, the warm/agreeable 

person would grant love to self and other, grant status to other, and deny status to self, 

while the cold/quarrelsome person would do the opposite (i.e., deny love to self and 

other, deny status to other, and grant status to self) (Wiggins, 1982). McCrae and Costa 

(1989a) related the interpersonal factors of extraversion and agreeableness to Wiggins' 

(1979) circumplex. They concluded that "the interpersonal circumplex occupies the two-

dimensional plane defined by Extraversion and Agreeableness" (McCrae & Costa, p. 

590). 

According to the principle of complementarity, relationships are typically defined 

by reciprocity on the power/status dimension and similarity on the love dimension 

(Kiesler, 1983; McCrae & Costa, 1989a; Strong et al., 1988). Therefore, it would be 

expected to find similarities on the agreeableness factor and differences on the 

extraversion factor for partners within a relationship. Also, "the principle of 

anticomplementarity asserts the obverse" (Strong et al., p. 798). In other words, similar 

traits on the power dimension discourage each other, whereas different behaviors on the 

love dimension discourage each other within interactions (Strong et al.). These authors 

provide support for the complementarity and anticomplementarity hypotheses. Kiesler 

reported several propositions of the complementarity and anticomplementarity principles 

as they relate to communication pattems. 
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Psychological Health 

Although there are exceptions (e.g., Johnson 8c Harris, 1980), there is general 

consensus that neuroticism is related to pathology, whereas the other factors may be 

related to psychological health. Mamsic and Bratko (1998) reported that extraversion, 

openness, agreeableness, and conscientiousness are related to healthy functioning, 

whereas neuroticism is associated with poor fiinctioning. McCrae and Costa (1996) also 

specified that neuroticism is the factor that corresponds most highly with 

psychopathology. However, some results indicated that a group of married and never 

divorced men (e.g., higher social fiinctioning) tended to be more anxious (Johnson & 

Harris). A general caveat, however, is needed. The other four factors may be related to 

healthy or unhealthy functioning, depending upon their degree of association within an 

individual. For example, dependent personality disorder is characterized by both high 

neuroticism and high agreeableness (Widiger, Tmll, Clarkin, Sanderson, & Costa, 1994). 

Watson (1998) and Widiger et al. (1994) explored the associations of the five 

factor variables with personality disorders. For example, they found that neuroticism was 

positively related to all personality disorders except antisocial personality disorder (non

significant correlation) (Watson) and schizoid personality disorder (negative association) 

(Watson; Widiger et al.). Agreeableness was negatively related to most of the personality 

disorders except dependent and histrionic personality disorders (Watson; Widiger et al.). 

Extraversion was positively correlated with the dramatic cluster (antisocial, histrionic, 

borderline, and narcissistic personality disorders) and negatively associated with most of 

the other personality disorders (Watson; Widiger et al.). Conscientiousness was poshively 
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associated with obsessive-compulsive, dependent, and paranoid personality disorders; 

and negatively correlated with antisocial personality disorder (Watson; Widiger et al.). 

Finally, Watson and Widiger et al. found that openness was positively correlated with 

schizotypal and histrionic personality disorders and negatively associated with obsessive-

compulsive, paranoid, and dependent personality disorders. 

Dyce and O'Connor (1998) studied the facet level variables of the five-factor 

model and their associations with personality disorders. For example, borderline 

personality disorder is characterized by high levels of anxiety, hostility, depression, self-

consciousness, impulsiveness, and vulnerability, which are all six facets of neuroticism 

(Dyce & O'Cormor). Also, low levels of extraversion (i.e., introversion) are associated 

with schizoid personality disorder on the facets of warmth, gregariousness, excitement 

seeking, and positive emotions (Dyce & O'Connor). Histrionic personality disorder is 

correlated with high levels of opermess to fantasy, feelings, and actions (openness facets) 

and a low level of opermess to ideas (Dyce & O'Connor). Antisocial personality disorder 

contains low levels of most of the facets for agreeableness including: straightforwardness, 

altmism, compliance, modesty, and tender-mindedness (Dyce & O'Connor). Finally, 

Dyce and O'Connor found that obsessive-compulsive personality disorder was associated 

with high levels of order, dutifulness, achievement striving, and deliberation, which are 

facets of conscientiousness. Three independent investigations (Dyce & O'Cormor; 

Watson, 1998; Widiger et al., 1994) have led to very consistent trends of associations 

between the five factors and personality disorders. 
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Doherty and Jacobson (1982) discussed how marriage influences personality 

change. They reviewed studies and found that marital adjustment predicted "later levels 

of personal growth" (p. 672), higher levels of self-esteem, and mattirity. Doherty and 

Jacobson also found that marriage is a key determinant of happiness, lowered mortality, 

lower rates of mental and physical illness, and less institutionalization. Schaefer and 

Bumett (1987) reported that marital satisfaction is an important component of life 

satisfaction. Newcomb and Bentier (1981) reported that pathology and rigid defenses 

have negative effects on marital adjustment and happiness. Johnson and Harris (1980) 

reported that divorce is associated with mental illness. These authors further specified 

that divorce is associated with sexual dysfunction, alcohol abuse, and unconventional 

beliefs among the psychiatrically ill (Johnson & Harris). It seems clear that marriage and 

particular constellations of the five factors are helpful for individual fiinctioning, a lack of 

pathology, and several aspects of health (e.g., psychological and physical). 

Gender Roles 

The Five-Factor Model and Gender 

Digman (1990) stated that the five-factor model is related to masculinity and 

femininity. Femininity has been strongly associated with agreeableness and weakly (but 

positively) associated with extraversion and openness for males, while being strongly 

associated with agreeableness and weakly correlated with extraversion for females 

(Digman; Mamsic & Bratko, 1998; McCrae & Costa, 1988). Also, neuroticism and 

femininity have sometimes been associated (Digman). For example. Hills and Argyle 
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(2001) found that women had higher scores on neuroticism than did men in their sample, 

and McCrae and Costa reported that women are higher on neuroticism, extraversion, and 

agreeableness. Masculinity has been positively associated with extraversion and 

conscientiousness (Digman; Mamsic & Bratko). Researchers have also found that 

masculinity was negatively associated with neuroticism and agreeableness (Digman; 

Mamsic & Bratko). In addition, Mamsic and Bratko stated that the relationship between 

gender and psychological health is mainly attributable to masculinity. 

Fehr and Broughton (2001) reported that men tend to be high in dominance and 

low in nurturance (love), whereas women show the opposite pattem (high nurturance and 

low dominance). A reinterpretation (based upon the convergence of interpersonal circles 

and the five-factor model) of these conclusions can be made. For instance, men would be 

high in extraversion (dominance) and low in agreeableness (love), whereas women would 

be high in agreeableness and low in extraversion. 

The research seems to support the associations between femininity with 

agreeableness and neuroticism and between masculinity with extraversion and inversely 

with agreeableness. The link between femininity and extraversion is less consistently 

supported. 

Relationship Variables and Gender 

Relationship satisfaction has been associated with the femininity of research 

participants and their partners (Bradbury & Fincham, 1988; Fehr & Broughton, 2001). 

These researchers found no relationship between participant or partner's masculinity and 
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relationship satisfaction. In addition, there is evidence to suggest that variables used to 

predict satisfaction for women and men are more predictive of satisfaction for women 

(Eysenck, 1980; Gurung, Sarason, & Sarason, 1997; Hall, Hendrick, & Hendrick, 1991; 

Newcomb & Bentier, 1981). Bradbury and Fincham interpreted their findings by stating 

that femininity tends to promote relationship harmony. Fehr and Broughton stated that 

nurturing aspects of femininity are strong predictors of love. Moreover, masculinity has 

been associated with lower levels of marital adjustment in other sources (e.g., Newcomb 

& Bentier). Also, in an earlier review, Barry (1970) reported that background and 

personality variables are more associated with marital success for men than for women. 

Relationship Variables 

Love Styles 

The love styles or love attitudes are types of love that come from Lee's (1973) 

classification system. It is important to note that love styles may change over the course 

of a person's life or even during a specific relationship (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1992). 

The six styles are Eros, Ludus, Storge, Mania, Pragma, and Agape. The former three are 

primary types, and the latter three are compound types (combinations of the primary 

types) (Hendrick & Hendrick). 

Eros lovers are characterized by intense passion and "wholehearted involvement" 

(Hendrick, 1995, p. 25). They are neither possessive nor jealous and have a wish for 

emotional closeness with open and honest communication. The Ludus lover views love 

as a game with no deep emotional commitments. Ludus is characterized by "insincerity 
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and nondisclosure" and a "desire for distance" (Hendrick, p. 25). The Storge love style is 

an extension of friendship, which develops slowly and consists of no strongly displayed 

emotions (Hendrick, 1995; Hendrick & Hendrick, 1992). 

Mania is the combination of Eros and Ludus (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1992). This 

love style is characterized by a strong preoccupation with thoughts of the partner, loss of 

control over feelings, and possessiveness. The "manic lover hungers for love yet expects 

it to be painful" (Hendrick, 1995, p. 26). Mania has also been described as consisting of 

"high levels of anxiety," depression, and low self esteem (Hatkoff & Lasswell, 1979, 

p.222; Lasswell & Lasswell, 1976). The blending of Ludus and Storge creates the Pragma 

type (Hendrick 8c Hendrick) with practicality as the key priority. Pragma lovers look for 

partners with similar characteristics and relationships that are rational and sensible 

(Hendrick, 1995; Hendrick & Hendrick, 1992). The final love style, Agape, is also the 

rarest (Hendrick). Agape is love that is selfless and giving, with the focus on the partner. 

The Agape lover is more cognitive than emotional. Some authors report that Agape is 

more of an ideal type than a realistic love style (e.g., Woll, 1989). Eros and Agape are the 

least independent love styles because they correlate with each other and two additional 

styles (Richardson, Medvin, & Hammock, 1988). 

Extensive research has been conducted exploring love attitude styles with 

relationship, demographic/status, and personality variables. Relationship variables that 

have been explored with love styles include relationship satisfaction, being "in love," 

intimacy, passion, length of relationships, number of relationships, and self-disclosure. 

For example, Hendrick, Hendrick, and Adler (1988) found that relationship satisfaction 
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was positively correlated with the Eros style and negatively correlated with the Ludus 

style. Meeks, Hendrick, and Hendrick (1998) replicated these findings and additionally 

found that Agape, Storge, and Mania were positively associated with satisfaction. 

Richardson et al. (1988) found Eros and Agape to be positively correlated and Ludus and 

Mania negatively correlated with relationship satisfaction. Grote and Frieze (1994) found 

that friendship based love (i.e., Storge) and Eros were positively associated and Ludus 

was negatively associated with satisfaction. Previously, I found that satisfaction was 

positively correlated with Eros and Storge and negatively correlated with Ludus (White, 

2000). Additionally, Hendrick and Hendrick (1988) found that people reporting being "in 

love" tended to be more agapic and erotic and less ludic. Woll (1989) also found a 

positive correlation between reported number of times "in love" and Eros. Levy and 

Davis (1988) found that intimacy was positively associated with the Eros and Agape 

styles and negatively with the Ludus style (see also Davis & Latty-Matm, 1987). I have 

found that intimacy is positively related to Eros and Storge and negatively associated 

with Ludus (White). Woll also found that strength of love was related to Agape 

(positively) and Ludus (negatively). Eros and Mania have been positively associated with 

passion (Davis & Latty-Marm). Ludus has been negatively associated with length of 

current and typical relationships and positively associated with the number of 

relationships (Richardson et al.). Pragma correlated positively with length of typical 

relationships (Richardson et al.). Finally, it was demonstrated that self-disclosure was 

positively associated with Eros and Agape styles and negatively associated with the 

Ludus style (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1987a). Consistent evidence suggests that Eros and 
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Agape are positively associated with most relationship variables (e.g., satisfaction, being 

in love, intimacy, strength of love, passion, and self-disclosure), whereas Ludus is 

negatively correlated with these relationship variables. 

Demographic and status variables include sex, gender, and sexual orientation. For 

instance, it has been demonstrated that "males were significantly more ludic than 

females" and "females were significantly more storgic, pragmatic, and manic than males" 

(Hendrick & Hendrick, 1986, p.397). This finding has been replicated to a great extent; 

however, women are not always more manic than men (e.g., Dion & Dion, 1985; Grote & 

Frieze, 1994; Hall et al., 1991; Hatkoff & LassweU, 1979; Hendrick & Hendrick, 1988; 

Hendrick et al., 1988; Hendrick, Hendrick, & Dicke, 1998; Rotenberg & Korol, 1995). 

Fehr and Broughton (2001) believed that women would tend to endorse companionate 

types of love (e.g., Storge) more than men, and men would endorse passionate types of 

love (e.g.. Mania) more than women. However, they only found support for men being 

more endorsing of passionate love (Fehr & Broughton). Bailey, Hendrick, and Hendrick 

(1987) demonstrated that masculinity was correlated positively with Ludus and 

negatively with Mania, whereas femininity was correlated positively with Mania and 

negatively with Ludus. Adler, Hendrick, and Hendrick (1986) found that homosexual and 

heterosexual men differed on only one love style, Agape. 

Personality variables that have been associated with love attitude styles include 

self-esteem, loneliness, masculinity, femininity, sensation seeking, locus of control, self-

actualization, and religiosity. The associations between love styles and the five factors 

will be presented later. Hendrick and Hendrick (1986) and WoU (1989) found that Eros 
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was associated with high self esteem, while Mania was associated with low self esteem 

(see also Hendrick et al., 1988). Dion and Dion (1985) also reported that high self-esteem 

was associated with romantic love (e.g., Eros). However, they found that low self esteem 

was related to rational love (e.g., Pragma) (Dion & Dion). Rotenberg and Korol (1995) 

demonstrated that loneliness was positively associated with the ludic and manic styles 

and negatively associated with the erotic style. Researchers have found that sensation 

seeking was more characteristic of the Ludus style (Bailey et al., 1987; Hendrick & 

Hendrick, 1987a). Richardson et al. (1988) found that Ludus was consistently associated 

with sensation seeking, while Pragma and Agape were negatively correlated with 

sensation seeking. However, for Pragma, the relationship with sensation seeking occurred 

only for males (Richardson et al.). Dion and Dion found that individuals with an extemal 

locus of control reported more experiences with romantic love (e.g., Eros). These 

researchers also found a positive association between self-actualization and love (Dion & 

Dion). Finally, religiosity has been correlated positively with storgic, pragmatic, and 

agapic love and negatively with ludic love (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1987b). 

Satisfaction 

Several demographic variables have been associated with lower levels of marital 

happiness and adjustment (Newcomb & Bentler, 1981). These include young age at 

marriage, lower levels of education, lower levels of occupational status, low 

socioeconomic status, African-American ethnicity, and divorce in family of origin 

(Newcomb & Bentier). Eysenck (1980) reported that marriage at a young age is 
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associated with pathology (e.g., neuroticism), which is related to decreased marital 

success. 

Meeks et al. (1998) found that higher levels of participant and partner self-

disclosure were significantly associated with relationship satisfaction. Van Lange et al. 

(1997) found support for the constmct of willingness to sacrifice as associated with 

commitment, satisfaction, investment, and poor altematives in close relationships. 

Forgiveness has been associated with the agreeableness factor and closeness in 

relationships (McCullough et al., 1998). Schaefer and Bumett (1987) found that 

"interpersonal needs for autonomy and relatedness" are associated with women's well-

being when satisfied and are associated with maladjustment when not satisfied (p. 1134). 

Bradbury and Fincham (1988) and Fincham and Bradbury (1993) found that 

lower levels of relationship satisfaction were associated with both "dysfunctional beliefs 

and less benign attributions" of partner's behavior (Bradbury & Fincham, 1988, p. 713). 

In other words, partners who were irrational in their thoughts about relationship events or 

who placed more causality and responsibility on their partner's behavior tended to have 

lower levels of relationship satisfaction. Fincham and Bradbury (1993) and Kamey, 

Bradbury, Fincham, and Sullivan (1994) included an examination of negative affect. 

Although, negative affect contributed to lower levels of relationship satisfaction and 

maladaptive attributions, it did not make the association between negative attributions 

and satisfaction nonsignificant (Fincham & Bradbury, 1993; Kamey et al., 1994). Also, 

Sanderson and Kurdek (1993) found that a negative attributional style was inversely 

associated with relationship satisfaction. Bradbury and Fincham (1992) studied 
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attributions and behaviors within the context of marriage. They found that poor problem-

solving skills, avoidant behaviors, more negative behaviors, fewer positive behaviors, and 

maladaptive causal and responsibility attributions led to higher levels of marital distress 

(Bradbury & Fincham, 1992). Fincham and Bradbury (1987) found that distressed 

individuals in relationships tended to make attributions that involved global and enduring 

characteristics (e.g., personality traits) of their partners. This attribution style leads to 

more conflict (Fincham & Bradbury, 1987). Schaefer and Bumett (1987) supported the 

position that perceptions of partner behavior (e.g., attributions) contribute to relationship 

variables and overall well-being. 

Married partners who are similar, rather than different, on variables tend to report 

greater levels of marital happiness and stability (Bentler & Newcomb, 1978; Newcomb & 

Bentier, 1981). Davis and Latty-Mann (1987) found that couples similar to one another 

on love styles tended to have higher levels of positive relationship qualities (e.g., 

intimacy). Fehr and Broughton (2001) supported this position in terms of Wiggin's 

(1979, 1982) interpersonal circle by stating that those who fall on similar sides of the 

circle should have more "positive relationship experiences" (p. 134). Also, Le and 

Agnew (2001) found that partners with similar levels of dependence experienced more 

positive emotions and less negative emotions. Adams (1946) found that married partners 

tended to be similar to each other on personality characteristics. Barry (1970) reported 

that the similarity hypothesis, rather than the complementarity hypothesis, has received 

more empirical support. 
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However, Klohnen and Mendelsohn (1998) reported a lack of empirical support 

for both the similarity and complementarity hypotheses, and Middleton (1993) found that 

similarity in personality variables did not predict satisfaction. Klohnen and Mendelsohn 

refined the similarity and complementarity hypotheses by including self-liking as an 

important consideration. They found that individuals with high levels of self-liking 

sought partners who were similar (i.e., similarity hypothesis), whereas those who had low 

levels of self-liking were attracted to partners who were different (i.e., complementarity 

hypothesis) (Klohnen & Mendelsohn). 

Cozzarelli, Hoekstra, and Bylsma (2000) foimd that self-esteem, well-being, and 

life satisfaction were positively associated with, and depression was negatively correlated 

with, relationship satisfaction. Relationship harmony and self-esteem are two constmcts 

that predict life satisfaction (Kwan, Bond, & Singelis, 1997). However, self-esteem was 

more important in an American sample, while relationship harmony and self-esteem had 

equal salience for Hong Kong participants (Kwan et al.). 

Davis and Oathout (1987) found that three facets of empathy (perspective taking, 

empathic concem, and personal distress) were predictive of relationship satisfaction. The 

authors fiarther specified that these facets of empathy consisted of variables such as good 

communication, warmth, even temper, positive outlook, untmstworthiness, insensitivity, 

and possessiveness (Davis & Oathout). The former four variables had positive 

associations with satisfaction, whereas the latter three constmcts contributed negatively 

to relationship satisfaction. Using different language, but similar constmcts, these results 

can be applied to the five personality factors and the love styles. For example, good 
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communication is a characteristic of Eros (Hendrick, 1995), warmth is a facet of 

extraversion (McCrae 8c Costa, 1989a), tmst is a facet of agreeableness (Costa et al., 

1991), and possessiveness is a characteristic of Mania (Hendrick, 1995). Therefore, one 

could predict that Eros, extraversion, agreeableness, and lack of Mania would contribute 

to relationship satisfaction. 

Intimacy 

Intimacy is another important constmct for psychologists. "Intimacy is one of the 

most salient and rewarding aspects of personal relationships" (Prager, 2000, p. 242). 

Because virtually all people have relationships, psychologists need to have knowledge of 

intimacy and related constmcts in order to proceed with appropriate research and therapy. 

Intimacy is an important constmct for several theories. For instance, intimacy is a major 

developmental step within Erikson's framework of development across the lifespan 

(Ryckman, 1993). For young adufts, a person is faced with either establishing close 

relationships or risking isolation. Also, self-disclosure as intimate behavior was a 

constmct explored by humanistic theorists, such as Rogers (Prager, 1995), 

Intimacy is important to therapists for several reasons. First, intimacy 

compatibility is important for couple therapy (Prager, 2000). Prager (2000) explicated the 

importance of understanding the contexmal factors that block or enhance intimacy 

interaction. Mismatched intimacy needs in a relationship will likely cause problems. 

Also, intimacy is predictive of satisfaction, love, and tmst (Prager, 1995). In addition, 

there is a physical aspect of intimacy. It has been reported that intimacy is related to 
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individual health and well-being (Prager, 2000). In a review of relevant literature, it was 

found that Patterson (1976) proposed that partners feel some physiological arousal during 

intimate experiences (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1992). Finally, a lack of intimacy is 

associated with feelings of loneliness (Chelune, Sultan, & Williams, 1980; Prager, 2000). 

Intimacy is so complex that there is still no consensus on what it is or how it 

should be studied and measured (Prager, 2000). However, much knowledge has been 

gleaned from the research that relates intimacy to a host of other interpersonal variables 

(e.g., Fletcher, Simpson, & Thomas, 2000). For instance, in a review of the research 

literature involving personality characteristics, Prager (1995) found that intimacy is 

related to: shyness, social skills, tmst, self-monitoring, self-consciousness, locus of 

control, perspective-taking capacity, neuroticism, empathy, intimacy motivation, 

intimacy capacity, and self-esteem. 

Also, many researchers have constmcted various scales to measure intimacy 

according to the different models available. Prager (2000) found that most of these 

measures of intimacy are behavioral, affective, or cognitive in nature. For instance, 

Hendrick and Hendrick (1992) discussed a measure of intimacy that contains five 

components: orientation to relationship, communication, caring, commitment, and 

sexuality, based on a study by White, Speisman, Jackson, Bartis, and Costos (1986). 

Schaefer and Olson (1981) developed the Personal Assessment of Intimacy in 

Relationships (PAIR) that assesses intimacy based on five types: "emotional, social, 

sexual, intellectual, and recreational" (p. 47). This measure is usefiil because it measures 
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both perceived intimacy and expected intimacy. Comparison of partner scores can be 

clinically useful for marital and couple therapists. 

Another measure of intimacy is the Waring Intimacy Questionnaire (WIQ) 

(Waring & Reddon, 1983) which contains eight scales of intimacy. Originally developed 

by Waring, McEIrath, Lefcoe, and Weisz (1981), these components are "conflict 

resolution, affection, cohesion, sexuality, identity, compatibility, autonomy, and 

expressiveness" (Waring & Reddon, p. 53). This measure has been used to demonstrate 

that psychiatric clinical samples have a lower level of intimacy than nonclinical samples 

(Patton & Waring, 1984). 

Finally, because of the lack of agreement on what intimacy is and how it should 

be measured, Prager and Buhrmester (1998) developed the Interaction Record Form-

Intimacy (IRF-I) to measure this constmct based on their concepmalization, which 

emphasizes the interaction component. They operationalized three dimensions of 

intimacy that include affective tone, self-disclosure, and listening/understanding (Prager 

& Buhrmester). 

Communication and self-disclosure are key components of intimacy in 

relationships. "Communication processes involve self-perceptions of communication 

skills as well as perceptions of partner communication skills" (Meeks et al., 1998, p. 

756). Meeks et al. further concluded that communication variables were significantly 

correlated with relationship satisfaction. Finally, Chelune et al. (1980) studied disclosure 

flexibility, which was originally postulated by Chelune (1975) as a mediating variable 

between disclosure and effective interpersonal fimctioning. 
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In addition, there appear to exist gender differences in self-disclosure, with 

women often disclosing more than men (Hendrick, 1995). Also, greater relationship 

satisfaction was reported when perceived self-disclosure followed a traditional type of 

relationship norm (Millar & Millar, 1988). For instance, males reported greater 

satisfaction when they disclosed less than their female partners, and female satisfaction 

was related to greater disclosure for themselves as compared to their male partners 

(Millar 8c Millar). 

Attachment 

Hazan and Shaver (1987) related love to attachment styles. They found that the 

prevalence rates of attachment styles are similar for infants and adutts, attachment styles 

were predictive of differing experiences of love, and that attachment styles were related 

to loneliness (Hazan & Shaver). The three major attachment styles include secure, 

anxious/ambivalent, and avoidant (Hazan & Shaver). Securely attached individuals 

describe love as "happy, friendly, and tmsting" and tend to have longer relationships, 

whereas avoidant individuals experience love as fearful and jealous (Hazan & Shaver, p. 

515). Anxious/ambivalent partners experience obsession, attraction, jealousy, and 

emotionality (Hazan & Shaver). In addition, the best predictor of aduU attachment was 

the perception of the past relationships with each parent (Hazan & Shaver). 

Anxious/ambivalent individuals scored higher on a measure of loneliness, with securely 

attached individuals scoring the lowest (Hazan & Shaver). 
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Wagner (2000) found that attachment styles added incremental explanatory power 

to personality variables in predicting relationship variables, such as relationship quality 

and fear of intimacy. Stern (2000) reported that fear of intimacy (a characteristic of 

avoidant attachment) was significantly predictive of relationship variables (e.g., 

relationship quality) even after controlling for personality and attachment variables. 

Attachment has been positively associated with emotional stability (Mann, 1999). 

Low levels of insecure attachment have been associated with high levels of relationship 

satisfaction (Sanderson & Kurdek, 1993). Cozzarelli et al. (2000) found support for 

specific attachment models being more predictive of relationship satisfaction than general 

attachment models. More specifically, partners that are securely attached tend to deal 

wdth dilemmas in more constmctive ways, whereas avoidant (e.g., fearfiil and dismissing) 

individuals displayed more destmctive behaviors (e.g., exiting) during relationship 

dilemmas (Gaines, Work, Johnson, Youn, & Lai, 2000). 

Levy and Davis (1988) studied the associations between love styles and 

attachment pattems. They found Mania to be positively correlated with the 

anxious/ambivalent attachment pattem (Levy & Davis). This result is not surprising 

considering that Woll (1989) characterized a manic lover as ambivalent toward her/his 

lover. Also, the avoidant attachment pattem was related to Eros (negatively) and Ludus 

(positively) (Levy & Davis). Finally, Eros and Agape were positively associated with 

secure attachment, whereas Ludus was negatively associated with secure attachment 

(Levy & Davis). These results are consistent with Lasswell and Lasswell's (1976) report 

that Erotic lovers had secure attachment pattems as children. 
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Onishi, Gjerde, and Block (2001) examined the relationships between personality 

variables and attachment pattems. They found that secure attachment was associated with 

self-esteem, positive affect, "capacity for close relationships, resiliency, and sociability"; 

preoccupied attachment was related to a negative self-image, negative affect, depression, 

anxiety, and sociotropy; dismissing attachment correlated with avoidance, repression, 

impulsivity, and counterdependence; and fearful attachment was associated with distmst, 

anxiety, depression, and a "lack of sociability" (Onishi et al., p. 1103-1104). Some of 

these variables are consistent with the five factors. For example, secure attachment may 

be related to extraversion (sociability and positive affect), preoccupied attachment may 

be associated with neuroticism (negative affect, depression, and anxiety), dismissing 

attachment is probably related to neuroticism (impulsiveness), and fearful attachment is 

likely negatively associated with agreeableness (e.g., distmst) and extraversion (lack of 

sociability) and positively related to neuroticism (anxiety and depression). 

Commitment 

Kurdek (2000) has examined differing types of commitment and their relation to 

concems for self and other. Attraction commitment involves a perception of the rewards 

of staying in a relationship (e.g., benefits), whereas constraint commitment includes the 

costs of leaving a relationship (Kurdek, 1997a). Commitment is stronger when there are 

more rewards for staying in the relationship and more costs for leaving the relationship 

(McCourt & Fitzpatrick, 2001). Autonomy involves self-reliance, and sociotropy 

involves concem for interpersonal relationships (Kurdek, 2000). Kurdek (2000) found 
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that autonomy was negatively related to attraction commitment, and sociotropy was 

positively related to constraint commitment. 

Attraction 

Jamieson, Lydon, and Zanna (1987) studied the relationship between self-

monitoring and preference for activity or attitude similarity. Self monitoring involves the 

extent to which an individual is open with inner feelings or values (Jamieson et al.). Low 

self-monitors tend to be more open and expressive than high self-monitors, who are 

guided more by situational cues than intemal states (Jamieson et al.). Jamieson et al. 

reported support for their predictions that low self-monitors are more attracted to attimde 

similarity than activity similarity, whereas high self-monitors are more attracted to 

activity similarity than attitude similarity. 

Regan and Chapman (2001) found that personality variables were second only to 

physical appearance variables in their importance for sexual desirability. One particular 

variable that was found to be undesirable was emotional instability (e.g., neuroticism) 

(Regan & Chapman). The third most important class of variables that participants 

considered for sexual desirability included interpersonal behaviors (e.g., 

umesponsiveness) (Regan & Chapman). Also, these types of variables (i.e., personality 

and interpersonal) were more salient to women than men (Regan & Chapman). 
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Convergence of Personalitv and Relationship Variables 

In their presentation of a contextual model of relationships, Bradbury and 

Fincham (1988) discussed the importance of distinguishing between proximal factors 

(i.e., situation specific) and distal factors (i.e., stable traits like personality variables). 

These authors also recommended the use of both types of variables in relationship 

research for a more thorough examination of relationship constmcts (Bradbury & 

Fincham). An example of a distal variable is sex role, and femininity has been associated 

with relationship satisfaction (Bradbury & Fincham). Attributions specific to relationship 

events (e.g., partner behavior) are more proximal factors (Bradbury & Fincham). Kurdek 

(1991) and Sanderson and Kurdek (1993) found support for the contextual model of 

Bradbury and Fincham, and specified that proximal factors mediate the effects of distal 

variables. Personality variables (e.g., the five factors) are distal variables, whereas love 

styles are assumed to be proximal (Kurdek, 1997a). 

Several personality variables have been associated with love styles (e.g., Bailey et 

al., 1987). Personality variables may be more salient predictors of marital outcome than 

are demographic variables (Bentler & Newcomb, 1978). They are important for sexual 

attraction (Regan 8c Chapman, 2001) and commitment (Kurdek, 2000). Personality 

variables have been associated with intimacy (e.g., Prager, 1995). Finally, they may relate 

to satisfaction (e.g., Davis & Oathout, 1987). 
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Five Factors and Relationship Satisfaction 

Sabatelli, Dreyer, and Buck (1983) examined relationship satisfaction and field-

dependence and independence. Field-dependence is a constmct that describes people who 

are more extemally focused and characterized by "being sociable, gregarious, affiliative, 

and socially outgoing" (Sabatelli et al., p. 194). On the other hand, field-independence 

describes people who are self focused and characterized as "individualistic, cold, distant 

in relations with others, and aloof (Sabatelli et al., p. 194). They found lower levels of 

satisfaction associated with husbands married to field-dependent wives and wives who 

were in matched dyads relative to field-dependence (Sabatelli et al.). These constmcts 

seem consistent with extraversion and introversion, respectively, because they have 

similar associated features. For example, extraversion is described as sociable, 

gregarious, and outgoing; whereas introversion is associated with being distant and aloof 

Therefore, a reinterpretation of their findings would follow: men with extraverted wives 

and wives who are matched to their husbands with respect to extraversion report lower 

levels of satisfaction than other types of dyads. 

Sanderson and Kurdek (1993) found that neuroticism was negatively correlated 

with relationship satisfaction. Bentler and Newcomb (1978) found that low extraversion, 

vulnerability (facet of neuroticism), and deliberateness (facet of conscientiousness) in 

men and stability, extraversion, and invulnerability (facet of low neuroticism) in women 

were related to marital satisfaction. Zaleski and Galkowska (1978) reported that 

neuroticism was associated with unhappiness in marriage, but extraversion was unrelated 
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to marital satisfaction. This latter result is discrepant from the results of Sabatelli et al. 

(1983). 

Extraversion is related to positive affect, and neuroticism is associated with 

negative affect (Berry & Hansen, 1996; Costa & McCrae, 1980; Emmons & Diener, 

1985). The positive affect nature of extraversion has been demonstrated to be a good 

predictor of relationship quality and amount of social interaction (Berry & Hansen; 

Watson et al., 1992). Cooper, Okamura, and Gurka (1992) found that social activity (a 

facet of extraversion) is more predictive of happiness and life satisfaction than general 

personality factors (e.g., extraversion). Previously, I found that satisfaction was positively 

correlated with extraversion (White, 2000). Negative affect is related to more self-

disclosure, but umelated to relationship quality and quality of social encounters (Berry & 

Hansen). In addition, these researchers found conscientiousness and agreeableness to be 

positively related to enjoyment of social encounters (Berry & Hansen), and agreeableness 

was correlated with warmth and friendliness (Watson et al.). 

In a review of the literamre, Kamey and Bradbury (1995) examined the five-

factors and their relation to marital satisfaction. Neuroticism was strongly and negatively 

associated with marital satisfaction. Conscientiousness, agreeableness, and extraversion 

were slightly but positively related to satisfaction. Finally, openness had a small negative 

correlation with satisfaction. 

Kelly and Conley (1987) found that personality variables were significant 

predictors of marital satisfaction. These authors found that neuroticism of husband and 

wife and impulse control (facet of low neuroticism) of the husband were the strongest 

116 



predictors. Consistent with other empirical findings, neuroticism was negatively related 

to marital satisfaction, while the husband's impulse control (low neuroticism) was 

positively related to satisfaction. In addition, they found that extraversion and 

agreeableness were positively related to marital satisfaction for men. Relationship 

satisfaction has been negatively associated with avoidance, anxious-ambivalence, 

neuroticism, depression, self-consciousness, and vulnerability (Shaver & Brerman, 1992). 

Kwan et al. (1997) found relationship harmony to be associated with extraversion 

(positively) and agreeableness (positively) in an American sample and conscientiousness 

(positively), extraversion (positively), and neuroticism (negatively) in a Hong Kong 

sample. Kwan et al. also reported that life satisfaction was correlated with extraversion 

(positively), neuroticism (negatively), conscientiousness (positively), and agreeableness 

(positively) in both the American and Hong Kong samples. 

Middleton (1993) found some associations between the five-factor model and 

relationship satisfaction. Results for self-ratings indicated that satisfaction is positively 

correlated with agreeableness for women and negatively correlated with neuroticism for 

men (Middleton). Also, for partner ratings, satisfaction was positively correlated with 

agreeableness, openness (women only), and conscientiousness (women only) 

(Middleton). Satisfaction was negatively correlated with neuroticism for men, according 

to partner ratings (Middleton). 
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Five Factors and Relationship Success 

Newcomb and Bentler (1981) reported that men's extraversion and orderliness 

(facet of conscientiousness) and women's ambition and instability were predictive of 

divorce. Bentler and Newcomb (1978) found that less extraversion, more vulnerability 

(facet of neuroticism), and more deliberateness (facet of conscientiousness) in men and 

more stability, more extraversion, and more invulnerability (facet of low neuroticism) in 

women were related to marital adjustment. Eysenck (1980) found that neuroticism 

(especially among women) and extraversion (only for men) were predictive of divorce. 

Eysenck explained that promiscuity, as an aspect of extraversion, accounts for the greater 

likelihood of divorce for men. However, Johnson and Harris (1980) found that marital 

adjustment was positively associated with anxiety (a facet of neuroticism). 

In a review of the literature, Kamey and Bradbury (1995) examined the five-

factors and their relation to marital stability. For wives and husbands, agreeableness and 

conscientiousness were positively and neuroticism, openness, and extraversion were 

negatively related to marital stability (Kamey & Bradbury). Therefore, extraversion was 

positively related to marital satisfaction, but not marital stability (Kamey & Bradbury). 

This resuh appears counter-intuitive. Agreeableness and conscientiousness were 

positively associated with both marital satisfaction and stability, and neuroticism and 

openness were negatively related to both marital satisfaction and stability (Kamey & 

Bradbury). 

Kelly and Conley (1987) found that personality variables were significant 

predictors of marital stability. These authors found that neuroticism of husband and wife 
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and impulse control (facet of low neuroticism) of the husband were the strongest 

predictors (Kelly & Conley). Consistent with other empirical findings, neuroticism was 

negatively related to marital stability, whereas the husband's impulse control (low 

neuroticism) was positively related to stability (Gate, Levin, & Richmond, 2002; Kelly & 

Conley). In addition, they found that extraversion and agreeableness were not 

significantly related to marital stability (Kelly & Conley). Shaver and Brennan (1992) 

found that length of relationship was negatively correlated with avoidance, anxious-

ambivalence, opermess, depression, opermess to aesthetics, opermess to ideas, and 

opermess to values, and positively correlated with conscientiousness. Barry (1970) 

reported that personality variables associated with marital success include emotional 

stability (e.g., low neuroticism), extraversion, tmst (facet of agreeableness), and lack of 

self-consciousness (facet of neuroticism) (see also Adams, 1946). Gate et al., in a review 

of recent research on premarital relationship stability, expressed the recommendation that 

negative affect and neuroticism be studied along with relationship stability for non-

married couples. 

Five Factors and Love Styles 

Dion and Dion (1985) reported that "proneness to fall in love" should be 

predicted from personality and gender. Woll (1989) reported that "one's orientation 

toward relationships should be related to one's personality in general" (p. 482). He 

fiirther specified this convergence in a study. Woll found that experience-seeking and 

sensation-seeking were negatively correlated with Pragma and Storge; disinhibition was 
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positively associated with Ludus and Eros and negatively with Agape; dominance was 

positively related to Agape and Eros; and impulsivity was positively correlated with 

Mania and negatively correlated with Storge. In addition, extraversion was positively 

associated with Ludus, Eros, Agape, and Mania, whereas neuroticism was positively 

related to Mania and Storge (Woll). Lester and Philbrick (1988) also found that Mania 

was positively associated with neuroticism, and that Ludus and Eros were positively 

correlated with extraversion. 

Fehr and Broughton (2001) found support for their predictions that high nurturing 

(warm/agreeable) individuals are associated with companionate love, whereas low 

nurturing (cold) individuals are associated with passionate love, as measured by the 

Views of Love Scale. The constmcts used followed from the interpersonal circle reported 

in Wiggins (1979, 1982). However, Fehr and Broughton partially related these traits to 

the five-factor model, stating that high-nurturance characteristics are akin to extraversion 

and agreeableness. They found that agreeableness and extraversion were associated with 

friendship love (e.g., Storge), conscientiousness was related to friendship love for 

women, neuroticism was positively correlated with passionate love (potentially Eros or 

Mania) and negatively with companionate love, and openness was umelated to 

conceptions of love (Fehr & Broughton). 

Middleton (1993) examined the associations between love styles and the five 

factors. He found that Ludus was negatively correlated with agreeableness. Mania was 

positively associated with neuroticism, and Agape was positively related to 

conscientiousness (for women only). Some of Middleton's predictions of significant 
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relationships were not home out. For example, there were no significant correlations 

between Ludus and extraversion and between Pragma and conscientiousness. These 

results came from self-ratings. 

Middleton (1993) also looked at partner ratings and found positive correlations 

between Agape and extraversion (for women rating their male partners), agreeableness, 

and conscientiousness. Partner ratings also revealed positive associations between Eros 

and extraversion (for men rating their female partners), openness (for men rating their 

female partners), and conscientiousness (for men rating their female partners) 

(Middleton). Storge was positively related to openness (for women rating their male 

partners), agreeableness (for women rating their male partners), and conscientiousness 

(for men rating their female partners) (Middleton). Pragma was negatively correlated 

with agreeableness (for men rating their female partners) and positively correlated with 

conscientiousness (for men rating their female partners) (Middleton). Finally, partner 

ratings revealed a negative relationship between Ludus and agreeableness for men 

reporting about their female partners (Middleton). Mania was not associated with any of 

the five-factors on partner ratings (Middleton). 

Five Factors and Social Support 

Costa, Zonderman, and McCrae (1985) and Gumng et al. (1997) related the five 

factors to social support in close relationships. Satisfaction with social support is 

positively related to relationship satisfaction (Sanderson & Kurdek, 1993). Neuroticism 

was inversely related to perceptions of social support (Costa et al.; Gumng et al.; 
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Sarason, Levine, Basham, & Sarason, 1983; Vinokur, Schul, & Caplan, 1987). For 

example, the components of depression, loneliness, and anxiety correlated negatively 

with observer ratings of conflict resolution. Also, Henderson (1981, 1984) found that the 

perception of lack of social support was predictive of neuroticism and that social support 

contributes to mental health (e.g., lack of neuroticism). Extraversion and agreeableness 

were positively associated with the perception of social support (Costa et al.; Gumng et 

al.; Sarason et al.). However, extraversion was related to friendships and not romantic 

relationships in the Costa et al. study. Lakey and Dickinson (1994) also found that 

agreeableness and extraversion contributed to higher levels of perceived social support 

and "distress inhibit [ed] the development of perceived social support" (p. 50). Gumng et 

al. also suggested that personality characteristics are more predictive of supportive 

behavior in stressful and ambiguous situations than relationship variables. 

Five Factors and Relationship Commitment 

Kurdek (1997b) examined neuroticism and relationship commitment. Neuroticism 

has consistent negative associations with most relationship variables (Barry, 1970; 

Kamey & Bradbury, 1995; Kurdek, 1997b). Kurdek (1997b) found that "the link between 

one's own neuroticism" and commitment was mediated by life satisfaction, whereas "the 

link between one's partner's neuroticism" and commitment was mediated by the conflict 

resolution style of the partner (p. 109). Kurdek (1997a) elaborated on his findings and 

reported that the depression facet of neuroticism is mostiy responsible for lower levels of 

relationship attraction commitment. Attraction commitment includes the rewards of being 
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in the relationship. However, Tellegen (1985) reported that depressed mood is better 

characterized as low positive affect (e.g., low extraversion) rather than as negative affect 

(e.g., neuroticism). Relationship commitment has been negatively related to avoidance, 

neuroticism, and impulsiveness (Shaver & Brennan, 1992). 

Five Factors and Emotion Regulation 

Kokkonen and Pulkkinen (2001) examined the relation between the five factors 

and emotional regulation. Neuroticism was negatively correlated with emotion regulation 

(mainly for men), which leads to poor interpersonal fimctioning (Kokkonen & 

Pulkkinen). Extraversion and agreeableness were associated with emotion regulation, 

although these relationships were mediated by current mood and degree that the 

individual evaluated their current mood (Kokkonen & Pulkkinen). Conscientiousness was 

positively associated with emotional regulation for women (Kokkonen & Pulkkinen). 

Opermess was not related to emotional regulation (Kokkonen & Pulkkinen). 

Five Factors and Attachment 

Shaver and Brerman (1992) examined the relations between the five factors, 

attachment styles, and relationship variables. They found that attachment measures were 

better predictors of relationship variables than the NEO scales (Shaver & Brennan). For 

the analyses of the factors, securely attached participants scored lower on neuroticism 

and higher on extraversion than insecure individuals and were higher on agreeableness 

than avoidant participants (Shaver & Brennan). For the analyses of the facet variables, 
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secure attachment was negatively correlated with five facets of neuroticism (all but 

rmpulsiveness), while anxious attachment was positively correlated with all six facets of 

neuroticism (Shaver & Brennan). Avoidant attachment was associated with hostility, 

depression, and self consciousness of neuroticism (Shaver & Brennan). Four facets of 

extraversion (warmth, gregariousness, assertiveness, and positive emotions) were 

positively associated with secure attachment (Shaver & Brennan). Warmth, 

gregariousness, and positive emotions were negatively correlated with avoidant 

attachment (Shaver & Brennan). Only one of the facets of openness was associated with 

attachment styles: openness to feelings was negatively correlated with avoidant 

attachment (Shaver & Brerman). 

Onishi et al. (2001) found similar resuhs using different language. For example, 

they found associations between secure attachment and extraversion facets (sociability 

and positive emotions), between preoccupied attachment and neuroticism facets (negative 

affect, anxiety, and depression), between dismissing attachment and impulsiveness, and 

between fearful attachment and low agreeableness (distmst), low extraversion (lack of 

sociability), and high neuroticism (anxiety and depression) (Onishi et al.). 

Five Factors, Love Styles, and Intimacy 

A relevant study conceming the relationship of intimacy with extraversion and 

neuroticism was done by Shadish (1986). The purpose of his research was to establish 

validity for a measure of intimacy, the Interpersonal Relations Scale (IRS). In the second 

study, participants were administered the IRS and the Eysenck Personality Inventory 
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(EPI) (Shadish). It was found that the IRS was significantly correlated with extraversion 

(r = .12) and neuroticism (r = .17) (Shadish). Shadish noted that although intimate 

behavior and extraversion were correlated, they are not part of the same personality trait. 

In a previous study, I found some significant relationships between extraversion 

(as measured by the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator) and relationship variables (White, 

2000). For example, extraversion was positively associated with intimacy (r = .34) and 

Storge (r = .28) (White). Intimacy was negatively related to Ludus (r = -.28) and 

positively associated with Eros and Storge (White). 

Summarv 

Extraversion 

Extraversion has been associated with several positive relationship variables such 

as adjustment (for women) (Bentler & Newcomb, 1978), satisfaction (Bentler & 

Newcomb; Kamey 8c Bradbury, 1995; Kelly & Conley, 1987; White, 2000), perception 

of social support (Costa et al., 1985; Gumng et al., 1997; Lakey & Dickinson, 1994; 

Sarason et al., 1983), positive affect (Berry & Hansen, 1996; Watson et al., 1992), 

relationship quality (Berry & Hansen; Watson et al.), relationship harmony (Kwan et al., 

1997), life satisfaction (Kwan et al.), a lack of depression (Tellegen, 1985), emotional 

regulation (Kokkonen & Pulkkinen, 2001), secure attachment (Onishi et al., 2001; Shaver 

& Brennan, 1992), marital success (Barry, 1970), and intimacy (Shadish, 1986; White). 

For example. Shaver and Brennan found that warmth, gregariousness, and positive 

emotions (all facets of extraversion) were negatively related to avoidant attachment while 
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the same facets plus assertiveness were positively associated with secure attachmem. 

However, extraversion has also been associated with negative relationship variables such 

as lower satisfaction for men (Bentler & Newcomb; Sabatelli et al., 1983), divorce for 

men (Eysenck, 1980; Newcomb & Bemler, 1981), and marital instability (Kamey & 

Bradbury). Also, Zaleski and Galkowska (1978) found extraversion unrelated to 

satisfaction. 

Extraversion has been positively associated with some love styles like Ludus, 

Eros, Agape, and Mania; while a facet of extraversion (excitement seeking) has been 

negatively associated with other love styles like Pragma and Storge (Lester & Philbrick, 

1988; Middleton, 1993; Woll, 1989). However, Fehr and Broughton (2001) and White 

(2000) found extraversion to be associated with Storge, and Middleton found that 

extraversion was not related to Ludus. Therefore, extraversion has been associated with 

mixed results with respect to its associations with love styles. 

Neuroticism 

Neuroticism has been associated with several negative relationship variables 

including: divorce for women (Eysenck, 1980; Newcomb & Bentler, 1981), decreased 

relationship satisfaction (Kamey & Bradbury, 1995; Kelly & Conley, 1987; Kwan et al., 

1997; Middleton, 1993; Sanderson & Kurdek, 1993; Shaver & Brennan, 1992), 

unhappiness (Zaleski & Galkowska, 1978), decreased perception of social support (Costa 

et al., 1985; Gumng et al., 1997; Henderson, 1981; Sarason et al., 1983; Vinokur et al., 

1987), negative affect (Emmons & Diener, 1985), decreased levels of commitment 
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(Kurdek, 1997b; Shaver 8c Brennan), marital instability (Barry, 1970; Gate et al., 2002; 

Kamey 8c Bradbury; Kelly 8c Conley), decreased life satisfaction (Kwan et al.), 

decreased emotional regulation for men (Kokkonen & Pulkkiknen, 2001), insecure 

attachment (Onishi et al., 2001; Shaver & Brennan), and shorter relationships (Shaver & 

Brerman). However, Shadish (1986) found a positive association between neuroticism 

and intimacy. 

Facets of neuroticism have also been related to negative relationship variables. 

For example, Bentler and Newcomb (1978) found that men's vulnerability and women's 

invulnerability have been associated with decreased marital adjustment and satisfaction. 

Several investigators found depression and anxiety as negatively associated with conflict 

resolution (e.g., Costa et al., 1985; Gumng et al., 1997, Sarason et al., 1983; Vinokur et 

al., 1987). Kurdek (1997b) found that depression was negatively associated with 

attraction commitment. Impulsiveness has been associated with decreased satisfaction 

and stability (Kelly & Conley, 1987). Anxiety, hostility, depression, self-consciousness, 

and vulnerability have been negatively associated with secure attachment, while these 

five facets and impulsiveness are positively associated with anxious attachment (Onishi 

et al., 2001; Shaver & Brennan, 1992). Hostility, depression, and self consciousness have 

been associated with avoidant attachment (Shaver & Brennan). Depression has been 

negatively associated with relationship length; depression, self consciousness, and 

vulnerability have been related to decreased satisfaction; and impulsiveness has been 

related to decreased commitment (Shaver & Brennan). Self consciousness has been 
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associated with a lack of marital success (Barry, 1970). However, Johnson and Harris 

(1980) found that anxiety was positively related to marital adjustment. 

Neuroticism and its facets have also been associated with love styles. For 

example, Woll (1989) found that impulsivity correlated poshively with Mania and 

negatively with Storge, while neuroticism correlated with Mania. Lester and Philbrick 

(1988) also found a positive association between neuroticism and Mania (see also 

Middleton, 1993). Fehr and Broughton (2001) found a positive correlation between 

neuroticism and passionate love (e.g.. Mania) and a negative correlation between 

neuroticism and companionate love (e.g., Storge). 

Opermess to Experience 

There are only a few significant results for openness and relationship variables, 

and they are mixed. For example, openness has been negatively related to marital 

stability and satisfaction (Kamey & Bradbury, 1995). Also, openness to aesthetics, ideas, 

values, and general opermess have been related to decreased relationship length (Shaver 

& Brennan, 1992). However, a facet of openness, opermess to feelings, was negatively 

related to avoidant attachment pattems (Shaver & Brennan), and Middleton (1993) 

reported that opermess was related to relationship satisfaction for women. Openness has 

also been associated with the following love styles: Eros (for men) and Storge (for 

women) (Middleton). 
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Conscientiousness 

There are some mixed resuhs for conscientiousness and its relations to 

relationship variables. Some studies have found that conscientiousness is related to 

positive relationship characteristics such as: relationship satisfaction (Kamey & 

Bradbury, 1995; Kwan et al., 1997; Middleton, 1993), relationship stability (Kamey & 

Bradbury), enjoyment of social activity (Berry & Hansen, 1996), life satisfaction (Kwan 

et al.), emotional regulation for women (Kokkonen & Pulkkinen, 2001), and relationship 

length (Shaver & Brerman, 1992). Also, the facet of deliberateness has been associated 

with marital adjustment and satisfaction (Bentier & Newcomb, 1978). However, some 

researchers have found that a facet of conscientiousness is related to a negative 

relationship variable. For instance, Newcomb & Bentler (1981) found that men's 

orderliness was predictive of divorce. 

Conscientiousness has also been associated with love styles. Fehr and Broughton 

(2001) found that it correlated with friendship love (e.g., Storge) for women. Also, 

Middleton (1993) found that conscientiousness was related to Agape, Eros (men only), 

Storge (men only), and Pragma (men only). 

Agreeableness 

Agreeableness has received consistent support for its positive relations with most 

relationship variables. It has been associated with perception of social support (Costa et 

al., 1985; Gumng et al., 1997; Lakey & Dickinson, 1994; Sarason et al., 1983), 

enjoyment of social activity (Berry & Hansen, 1996), warmth and friendliness (Berry & 
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Hansen), relationship satisfaction (Kamey & Bradbury, 1995; Kelly & Conley, 1987; 

Kwan et al., 1997; Middleton, 1993), marital stability (Kamey & Bradbury), life 

satisfaction (Kwan et al.), emotional regulation (Kokkonen & Pulkkinen, 2001), and 

secure attachment (Shaver & Brennan, 1992). Agreeableness is negatively related to 

fearful and avoidant attachment pattems (Onishi et al., 2001; Shaver & Brennan). Also, a 

facet of agreeableness, trust, has been associated with marital success (Barry, 1970). 

Agreeableness has also been associated with love styles. For instance, Fehr and 

Broughton (2001) found that high agreeableness was related to companionate love (e.g., 

Storge) and low agreeableness was associated with passionate love (e.g.. Mania). 

Middleton (1993) also found that agreeableness was related to Storge (for women) and 

Agape and negatively related to Ludus and Pragma (for men). 

Love Styles 

Eros is consistently related to positive relationship variables. For example, it is 

associated with relationship satisfaction (Grote & Frieze, 1994; Hendrick et al., 1988; 

Meeks et al., 1998; Richardson et al., 1988; White, 2000), being "in love" (Hendrick 8c 

Hendrick, 1988; Woll, 1989), intimacy (Levy & Davis, 1988; White), passion (Davis & 

Latty-Mann, 1987), and self disclosure (Hendrick & Hendrick, 1987a). 

Agape is another love style that seems to be associated with positive relationship 

constmcts. It has been associated with relationship satisfaction (Meeks et al., 1998; 

Richardson et al., 1988), being "in love" (Hendrick 8c Hendrick, 1988), intimacy (Levy & 
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Davis, 1988), increased strength of love (Woll, 1989), and self disclosure (Hendrick & 

Hendrick, 1987a). 

Ludus typically correlates with negative relationship variables. For example it is 

associated with decreased satisfaction (Grote & Frieze, 1994; Hendrick et al., 1988; 

Meeks et al., 1998; Richardson et al., 1988; White, 2000), not being "in love" (Hendrick 

& Hendrick, 1988), a lack of intimacy (Levy & Davis, 1988; White), decreased strength 

of love (Woll, 1989), decreased relationship length (Richardson et al.), number of 

relationships (Richardson et al.), and a lack of self-disclosure (Hendrick & Hendrick, 

1987a). 

There is mixed evidence conceming Mania's relationships with relationship 

variables. Richardson et al. (1988) found that Mania was related to decreased relationship 

satisfaction. However, Mania has been positively associated with relationship satisfaction 

(Meeks et al., 1998). Mania has also been associated with passion (Davis & Latty-Mann, 

1987). 

There is not as much information relating Storge and Pragma to relationship 

variables. Storge has been associated with relationship satisfaction (Grote & Frieze, 

1994; Meeks et al., 1998; White, 2000) and intimacy (White). Pragma has also been 

associated with relationship length (Richardson et al., 1988). 

Relationship Satisfaction 

Satisfaction in relationships has been associated with most of the love styles 

including Eros, Ludus, Agape, Storge, and Mania. Pragma does not appear to be related 
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to relationship satisfaction within the research literature. Relationship satisfaction has 

been positively associated with Eros (Grote & Frieze, 1994; Hendrick et al., 1988; Meeks 

et al., 1998; Richardson et al., 1988; White, 2000) and good communication, which is an 

associated feature of Eros (Davis & Oathout, 1987). Satisfaction has also been negatively 

correlated with Ludus (Grote & Frieze; Hendrick et al.; Meeks et al.; Richardson et al.; 

White). Some researchers have found satisfaction to be positively related to Agape (e.g., 

Meeks et al.; Richardson et al.), Storge (Meeks et al.; White) or friendship love (Grote & 

Frieze), and Mania (Meeks et al.). However, Richardson et al. found that Mania was 

negatively associated with satisfaction, and Davis and Oathout found that possessiveness, 

a characteristic of Mania, was negatively related to satisfaction. 

Relationship satisfaction has also been associated with the five factors. For 

example, it is negatively related to neuroticism (Bentler & Newcomb, 1978; Kamey & 

Bradbury, 1995; Kelly & Conley, 1987; Kwan et al., 1997; Middleton, 1993; Sanderson 

& Kurdek, 1993; Zaleski & Galkowska, 1978) and associated feamres of neuroticism 

including negative affect (Fincham & Bradbury, 1993: Kamey et al., 1994), depression 

(Cozzarelli et al., 2000), and impulsiveness (Kelley & Conley). However, Bentier and 

Newcomb reported that vulnerability in men was positively associated with relationship 

satisfaction. Extraversion and associated facets (e.g., warmth and positive affect) have 

been correlated with satisfaction (Bentler & Newcomb; Berry & Hansen, 1996; Davis & 

Oathout, 1987; Kamey & Bradbury; Kelly & Conley; Kwan et al.; Watson et al., 1992; 

White, 2000). However, Sabatelli et al. (1983) found that extraversion in women was 

negatively related to satisfaction, and Bentler and Newcomb found the same thing for 
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men. Conscientiousness appears to be positively related to satisfaction (Bentler 8c 

Newcomb; Kamey & Bradbury; Kwan et al.; Middleton). Agreeableness and an 

associated facet, tmst, have been associated with satisfaction in some studies (e.g., Davis 

8c Oathout; Kamey & Bradbury; Kelly 8c Conley; Kwan et al.; Middleton). Finally, 

openness has received mixed support. Kamey and Bradbury found that it was negatively 

associated with satisfaction, but Middleton reported that it was positively associated with 

relationship satisfaction. 

There are some additional variables that have been associated with relationship 

satisfaction in the research literature. For example, Bradbury and Fincham (1988) and 

Fehr and Broughton (2001) found that femininity was positively related to satisfaction. 

Meeks et al. (1998) reported that self-disclosure was associated with satisfaction. In 

addition, willingness to sacrifice and forgiveness are two related constmcts that have 

been positively associated with satisfaction in relationships (McCullough et al., 1998; 

Van Lange et al., 1997). The perception that autonomy and relatedness needs were being 

met has been related to satisfaction for women (Schaefer & Bumett, 1987). Finally, self-

esteem is associated with higher levels of relationship satisfaction (Cozzarelli et al., 

2000). 

Intimacy 

Intimacy has been associated with some of the love styles. For example, it has 

been positively associated with Eros (Levy & Davis, 1988; White, 2000), Storge (White), 

and Agape (Levy & Davis), while it has been negatively related to Ludus (Levy & Davis; 
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White). The relationships between intimacy and two of the five factors have also been 

examined. Shadish (1986) reported that intimacy was positively associated with 

extraversion and neuroticism. White also found a significant correlation between 

extraversion and intimacy. Other variables that have been positively related to intimacy 

include trust (a facet of agreeableness) (Prager, 1995), satisfaction (Prager, 1995), and 

self disclosure (Millar 8c Millar, 1988; Prager & Buhrmester, 1998). Finally, intimacy 

appears to be negatively associated with loneliness (Chelune et al., 1980; Prager, 2000). 

Relationship Stability 

Relationship stability or success has been associated with some of the five factor 

variables. For instance, agreeableness appears to be positively related to stability and 

success (Barry, 1970; Kamey & Bradbury, 1995; Onishi et al., 2001; Shaver & Brennan, 

1992). The results are mixed for conscientiousness, extraversion, and neuroticism. 

Conscientiousness and associated facets have correlated both positively (Bentler & 

Newcomb, 1978; Kamey & Bradbury; Shaver & Brerman) and negatively (Newcomb & 

Bentler, 1981) with stability. Stability and secure attachment have been positively related 

to extraversion by some authors (e.g., Barry; Bentler & Newcomb; Onishi et al.; Shaver 

& Brerman), but others have reported that extraversion is linked to divorce (e.g., Bentler 

& Newcomb; Eysenck, 1980; Kamey & Bradbury; Newcomb & Bentler). Neuroticism 

seems to have consistently negative relations with relationship success (Barry; Bentler & 

Newcomb; Gate et al., 2002; Eysenck; Kamey & Bradbury; Kelly & Conley, 1987; 

Kurdek, 1997b; Newcomb & Bentier; Onishi et al.; Shaver & Brennan). However, 
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Bentler and Newcomb found that vulnerability in men (a facet of neuroticism) and 

Johnson and Harris (1980) found that anxiety (another facet of neuroticism) were 

associated with marital adjustment. Openness may be negatively associated with stability 

(Kamey & Bradbury; Shaver & Brennan). 

Relationship stability has minimally been related to love styles. Pragma has been 

positively associated and Ludus was negatively associated with length of relationships 

(Richardson et al., 1988). 
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APPENDIX B 

SUMMARY OF PAST RESEARCH FINDINGS 
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Table B.l. Extraversion and Relationship Variables. 

Study 

Barry (1970) 

Bentier & Newcomb (1978) 

Eysenck (1980) 

Kamey 8c Bradbury (1995) 

Kelly «& Conley (1987) 

Newcomb & Bentler (1981) 

SabatelfietaL(1983) 

Shadish (1986) 

White (2000) 

Zaleski & Galkowska (1978) 

Satisfaction 

X 

women+/men-

X 

+ 

-1-

X 

men-

X 

+ 

0 

Intimacy 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

+ 

+ 

X 

Stability 

4-

X 

-

X 

-

X 

X 

X 

X 

Note. -I- = positive correlation, - = negative correlation, 0 = no correlation, and x = not 
studied or not reported. 
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Table B.2. Neuroticism and Relationship Variables. 

Study 

Barry (1970) 

Gate et al. (2002) 

Eysenck(1980) 

Kamey & Bradbury (1995) 

Kelly «& Conley (1987) 

Kwan etal. (1997) 

Middleton (1993) 

Newcomb & Bentier (1981) 

Sanderson & Kurdek (1993) 

Shadish (1986) 

Shaver & Brennan (1992) 

Satisfaction Intimacy Stability 

X X -

X X -

X X 

X 

X 

X X 

X X 

X X -

X X 

X + X 

X 

Note. + = positive correlation, - = negative correlation, and x = not smdied or not 
reported. 
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Table B.3. Opermess and Relationship Variables. 

Study 

Kamey & Bradbury (1995) 

Middleton (1993) 

Shaver & Brennan (1992) 

Satisfaction 

-

women+ 

X 

Intimacy 

X 

X 

X 

Stability 

-

X 

-

Note. -I- = positive correlation, - = negative correlation, and x = not studied or not 
reported. 

Table B.4. Conscientiousness and Relationship Variables. 

Study 

Bentler & Newcomb (1978) 

Kamey 8c Bradbury (1995) 

Kwan etal. (1997) 

Middleton (1993) 

Newcomb & Bentier (1981) 

Shaver & Brennan (1992) 

Satisfaction Intimacy Stability 

+ X + 

+ X + 

-1- X X 

+ X X 

X X men-

X X -1-

Note. + = positive correlation, - = negative correlation, and x = not smdied or not 
reported. 
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Table B.5. Agreeableness and Relationship Variables. 

Study 

Barry (1970) 

Kamey & Bradbury (1995) 

Kelly & Conley (1987) 

Kwan etal. (1997) 

Middleton (1993) 

Satisfaction 

X 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

Intimacy 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Stability 

+ 

+ 

X 

X 

X 

Note. + = positive correlation, - = negative correlation, and x = not studied or not 
reported. 
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APPENDIX C 

LOVE ATTITUDES SCALE: SHORT FORM 
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Instructions: Please read each statement carefully and rate the following 

statements about your romantic relationship according to the scale below. Mark your 

answers on the scantron sheet provided. Please answer as honestly as you can. 

A = Strongly Agree 
B = Moderately Agree 
C = Neutral 
D = Moderately Disagree 
E = Strongly Disagree 

Eros 

1. My partner and I have the right physical 'chemistry' between us. 

2. I feel that my partner and I were meant for each other. 

3. My partner and I really understand each other. 

4. My partner fits my ideal standards of physical beauty/handsomeness. 

Ludus 

5. I believe that what my partner doesn't know about me won't hurt him/her. 

6. I have sometimes had to keep my partner from finding out about other lovers. 

7. My partner would get upset if he/she knew of some of the things I've done 

with other people. 

8. I enjoy playing the 'game of love' with my partner and a number of other 

partners. 

Storge 

9. Our love is the best kind because it grew out of a long friendship. 

10. Our friendship merged gradually into love over time. 

11. Our love is really a deep friendship, not a mysterious, mystical emotion. 
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12. Our love relationship is the most satisfying because it developed from a good 

friendship. 

Pragma 

13. A main consideration in choosing my partner was how he/she would reflect on 

my family. 

14. An important factor in choosing my partner was whether or not he/she would 

be a good parent. 

15. One consideration in choosing my partner was how he/she would reflect on 

my career. 

16. Before getting very involved with my partner, I tried to figure out how 

compatible his/her hereditary background would be with mine in case we ever 

had children. 

Mania 

17. When my partner doesn't pay attention to me, I feel sick all over. 

18. Since I've been in love with my partner I've had trouble concentrating on 

anything else. 

19.1 cannot relax if I suspect that my partner is with someone else. 

20. If my partner ignores me for awhile, I sometimes do stupid things to try to get 

his/her attention back. 

Agape 

21.1 would rather suffer myself than let my partner suffer. 

22.1 carmot be happy unless I place my partner's happiness before my own. 
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23.1 am usually willing to sacrifice my own wishes to let my partner achieve 

his/hers. 

24.1 would endure all things for the sake of my partner. 
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APPENDIX D 

RELATIONSHIP ASSESSMENT SCALE 
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Instmctions: Please read each statement carefully and rate the following 

statements about your romantic relationship according to the scale below. Mark your 

answers on the scantron sheet provided. Please answer as honestly as you can. 

1. How well does your partner meet your needs? 

A B O D E 
Poorly Average Extremely well 

2. In general, how satisfied are you with your relationship? 

A B O D E 
Unsatisfied Average Extremely satisfied 

3. How good is your relationship compared to most? 

A B O D E 
Poor Average Excellent 

4. How often do you wish you hadn't gotten in this relationship? 

A B O D E 
Never Average Very often 

5. To what extent has your relationship met your original expectations? 

A B O D E 
Hardly at all Average Completely 

6. How much do you love your partner? 

A B O D E 
Not much Average Very much 

7. How many problems are there in your relationship? 

A B O D E 
Very few Average Very many 
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APPENDIX E 

PERSONAL ASSESSMENT OF INTIMACY 

IN RELATIONSHIPS 
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Instmctions: Please read each statement carefliUy and rate the following 

statements about your romantic relationship according to the scale below. Mark your 

answers on the "PAIR" sheet provided and choose only one best answer for each 

statement. Please answer as honestly as you can. 

4 = Strongly Agree 
3 = Moderately Agree 
2 = Neutral 
1 = Moderately Disagree 
0 = Strongly Disagree 

Emotional Intimacy 

1. My partner listens to me when I need someone to talk to. 

7.1 can state my feelings without him/her getting defensive. 

13.1 often feel distant from my partner. 

19. My partner can really understand my hurts and joys. 

25.1 feel neglected at times by my partner. 

31.1 sometimes feel lonely when we're together. 

Social Intimacy 

2. We enjoy spending time with other couples. 

8. We usually "keep to ourselves". 

14. We have very few friends in common. 

20. Having time together with friends is an important part of our shared activities. 

26. Many of my partner's closest friends are also my closest friends. 

32. My partner disapproves of some of my friends. 
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Sexual Intimacy 

3.1 am satisfied with our sex life. 

9.1 feel our sexual activity is just routine. 

15.1 am able to tell my partner when I want sexual intercourse. 

21.1 "hold back" my sexual interest because my partner makes me feel 

uncomfortable. 

27. Sexual expression is an essential part of our relationship. 

33. My partner seems disinterested in sex. 

Intellectual Intimacy 

4. My partner helps me clarify my thoughts. 

10. When it comes to having a serious discussion it seems that we have little in 

common. 

16.1 feel "put-down" in a serious conversation with my partner. 

22.1 feel it is useless to discuss some things with my partner. 

28. My partner frequently tries to change my ideas. 

34. We have an endless number of things to talk about. 

Recreational Intimacy 

5. We enjoy the same recreational activities. 

11.1 share in very few of my partner's interests. 

17. We like playing together. 

23. We enjoy the out-of-doors together. 
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29. We seldom find time to do fun things together. 

35.1 think that we share some of the same interests. 

Conventionality Scale 

6. My partner has all the qualities I've ever wanted in a mate. 

12. There are times when I do not feel a great deal of love and affection for my 

partner. 

18. Every new thing that I have leamed about my partner has pleased me. 

24. My partner and I understand each other completely. 

30.1 don't think anyone could possibly be happier than my partner and I when we 

are with one another. 

36.1 have some needs that are not being met by my relationship. 

Note. P.A.I.R. is reprinted with permission by the University of Minnesota. 
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APPENDIX F 

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Instructions: Please answer the following questions on the scantron provided. 

Select only one response for each question. 

1. Gender: (A) Female (B) Male 

2. Ethnic heritage: (A) Black/African-American (B) White, non-Hispanic 

(C) Hispanic (D) Asian (E) Other 

3. Age: (A) 19 or younger (B) 20-22 (0)23-30 (D) 31-40 (E) 41+ 

4. What is your marital status? 

(A) Single, never married (B) Married and living with spouse 

(C) Separated or divorced (D) Widowed (E) Previously divorced, remarried 

5. How long has your current relationship been? 

(A) less than 6 months (B) 6 months to 1 year (C) 1 to 2 years (D) 2+ years 

6. Are you currently in love with someone in addition to or instead of your partner? 

(A) No (B)Yes 

7. How many romantic relationships are you currently involved with? 

(A) 1 (B) 2 (C) 3 (D) 4 (E) 5 or more 

8. How many romantic relationships have you ever been involved with? 

(A) 1 (B) 2 to 4 (C) 5 to 7 (D) 8 to 10 (E) 11 or more 

9. What are your living arrangements between you and your partner? 

(A) Living together (B) Living apart, in same town (C) Living within 40 miles 

(D) Living further than 40 miles apart 

10. May the researcher contact you by phone or email in 3 months to ask if you are 

involved with the same relationship? (A) Yes (B)No If yes, indicate contact info, on 
separate sheet. 
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APPENDIX G 

CONTACT FORM 
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Contact Form 

*Note: This form will be kept separate from other forms and locked in a filing cabinet to 
ensure anonymity. 

Name: 

Email Address: 

Present Phone Number: 

Permanent Phone Number: 

Preferred Method of Contact in 2 to 3 months (Circle One): 

Email Present Phone Permanent Phone 
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APPENDIX H 

SHORT-TERM STABILITY QUESTIONS 
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1. Are you still in the relationship that you were in during experiment participation? 

Yes No 

2. If yes, how satisfied are you with this relationship? 

1 
Very 
nsatisfied 

2 
Somewhat 
Unsatisfied 

3 
Neutral 

4 
Somewhat 
Satisfied 

5 
Very 

Satisfied 
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APPENDIX I 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 

OF THE VARIABLES 
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Table I.l. Means and Standard Deviations of the Variables. 

Variable 

Neuroticism 

Anxiety* 

Anger Hostility 

Depression 

Self-Consciousness 

Impulsiveness 

Vulnerability 

Extraversion 

Warmth 

Gregariousness 

Assertiveness 

Activity 

Excitement-Seeking 

Positive Emotions 

Openness 

Fantasy 

Aesthetics 

Feelings 

Actions 

Ideas 

Values 

Combined Sample 

M 

48.54 

50.38 

47.49 

49.52 

48.50 

48.48 

48.86 

52.02 

51.18 

50.63 

50.54 

49.83 

53.96 

52.36 

49.56 

51.38 

50.69 

50.60 

47.38 

50.95 

46.21 

SD 

10.00 

9.22 

10.35 

10.11 

10.23 

10.83 

10.64 

10.19 

10.61 

10.47 

10.29 

9.67 

10.00 

10.60 

10.13 

10.53 

10.19 

9.42 

9.56 

11.07 

10.53 

"emales Only 

M 

48.98 

52.20 

48.44 

49.03 

49.30 

47.10 

49.10 

52.45 

51.99 

50.86 

49.78 

50.55 

54.70 

52.61 

49.24 

52.01 

51.29 

50.16 

46.67 

49.60 

46.28 

SD 

11.05 

9.58 

10.78 

11.39 

11.12 

11.24 

11.24 

10,95 

10,49 

10,96 

11.00 

9.95 

9.46 

11.20 

10.27 

10.91 

10.83 

8.88 

9.29 

11.71 

10,00 

Vlales Only 

M 

48.02 

48.27 

46.40 

50.09 

47.57 

50,08 

48.57 

51.52 

50.24 

50.37 

51.42 

49.00 

53.12 

52.08 

49.92 

50.66 

50.00 

51.11 

48.21 

52.52 

46.13 

SD 

8.67 

8.37 

9.76 

8.43 

9.07 

10.16 

9.96 

9.28 

10.72 

9.91 

9.38 

9.31 

10.58 

9.91 

10.00 

10.09 

9.42 

10.04 

9.86 

10.12 

11.16 
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Table I.l. Continued. 

Variable 

Agreeableness 

Trust 

Straightforwardness 

Altruism* 

Compliance 

Modesty 

Tender-Mindedness 

Conscientiousness 

Competence 

Order* 

Dutifulness 

Achievement Striving 

Self-Discipline 

Deliberation 

Total Intimacy (P.A.I.R.)* 

Emotional Intimacy 

Social Intimacy 

Sexual Intimacy 

Intellectual Intimacy* 

Recreational Intimacy* 

Combined Sample 

M 

50.28 

51.02 

49.71 

52.33 

50.84 

48.28 

49.85 

48.54 

47.93 

49.59 

47.71 

49.37 

49.06 

49.08 

364.73 

74.69 

65.29 

74.29 

72.45 

78.02 

SD 

10.98 

11.60 

10.40 

12.19 

10.98 

10.13 

11.71 

9.70 

9.40 

9.84 

11.01 

8.56 

10.75 

9.73 

65.79 

17.40 

18.39 

17.43 

18.84 

15.19 

Females Only 

M 

51.47 

50.65 

50.50 

54.49 

52.26 

47.87 

51.14 

49.72 

48.06 

51.72 

48.37 

50.25 

50.12 

49.40 

379.66 

76.72 

68.11 

76.61 

76.57 

81.64 

SD 

10.83 

11.19 

10.83 

11.72 

10.88 

11.38 

10.33 

10.68 

9.88 

10.30 

11.52 

7.82 

11.43 

10.03 

63.35 

18.10 

18.30 

16.58 

18.11 

13.16 

Males Only 

M 

48.91 

51.44 

48.80 

49.85 

49.21 

48.75 

48.36 

47.18 

47.79 

47.13 

46.96 

48.35 

47.84 

48.70 

347.52 

72.35 

62.02 

71.60 

67.69 

73.85 

SD 

11.06 

12.10 

9.85 

12.31 

10.92 

8.49 

13.03 

8.27 

8.88 

8.69 

10.42 

9.29 

9.81 

9.40 

64.65 

16.34 

18.05 

18.08 

18.64 

16.33 
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Table I.l. Continued. 

Variable 

Conventionality* 

Eros* 

Ludus* 

Storge 

Pragma* 

Mania 

Agape 

Satisfaction (R.A.S.)* 

Follow-up Satisfaction^ 

Combined Sample 

M 

68.49 

4.40 

2.24 

3.39 

2.82 

2.88 

3.76 

29.11 

4.67 

SD 

20.63 

0.58 

1,01 

1,08 

1.06 

0.91 

0.90 

5.17 

0.73 

Females Only 

M 

73.90 

4.51 

1.88 

3.48 

3.04 

2.85 

3.65 

30.30 

4.67 

SD 

18.33 

0.50 

0.78 

1,09 

1.00 

0.89 

0.86 

4.40 

0.80 

Males Only 

M 

62.24 

4.26 

2.67 

3.28 

2.56 

2.90 

3.87 

27.73 

4.66 

SD 

21.45 

0.63 

1.09 

1.06 

1.07 

0.94 

0.94 

5.66 

0.55 

Note. Data for the combined sample are on the left (N = 196), data for females are in the 
middle (n = 105), and data for males are on the right (n = 91). 

^Data for the follow-up satisfaction include only those participants who reported that they 
were still in the relationship after two to three months. Data for the combined sample are 
on the left (n = 87), data for females are in the middle (n = 58), and data for males are on 
the right (n = 29). 

* indicates a significant difference between females and males at p = .01. 
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APPENDIX J 

CORRELATIONS AMONG FACTORS, FACETS, 

AND RELATIONSHIP VARIABLES 

161 



Table J.l. Correlations Among Five Factors and Facets with Satisfaction and Intimacy. 

Neuroticism 

Anxiety 

Anger Hostility 

Depression 

Self-Consciousness 

Impulsiveness 

Vulnerability 

Extraversion 

Warmth 

Gregariousness 

Assertiveness 

Activity 

Excitement-Seeking 

Positive Emotions 

ti
sf

ac
ti

on
 

C3 
C/3 

-0.29* 

-0.19* 

-0.20* 

-0.26* 

-0.26* 

-0.11 

-0.25* 

0.14 

0.16 

0.08 

0.10 

0.05 

0.00 

0.16 

In
ti

m
ac

y 
T

ot
al

 

-0.34* 

-0.18 

-0.26* 

-0.37* 

-0.27* 

-0.10 

-0.27* 

0.29* 

0.26* 

0.23* 

0.14 

0,14 

0.11 

0.30* 

In
ti

m
ac

y 
E

m
ot

io
na

l 

-0.35* 

-0.25* 

-0.27* 

-0.33* 

-0.27* 

-0.15 

-0.23* 

0.21* 

0.24* 

0.18 

0.17 

0.02 

-0.02 

0.20* 

In
ti

m
ac

y 
So

ci
al

 

-0.18 

-0.05 

-0.10 

-0.22* 

-0.14 

-0,09 

-0,16 

0.33* 

0.35* 

0.33* 

0.07 

0.17 

0.15 

0.25* 

In
ti

m
ac

y 
Se

xu
al

 

-0.20* 

-0.10 

-0.18 

-0.26* 

-0.19* 

0.02 

-0.16 

0.12 

-0.02 

0.04 

0.08 

0.13 

0,12 

0.15 

In
ti

m
ac

y 
In

te
ll

ec
tu

al
 

-0.31* 

-0.19* 

-0.24* 

-0,33* 

-0.22* 

-0.08 

-0.26* 

0.19* 

0.24* 

0.13 

0,09 

0,09 

0.00 

0.24* 

In
ti

m
ac

y 
R

ec
re

at
io

na
l 

-0.24* 

-0.09 

-0.21* 

-0.23* 

-0.22* 

-0.06 

-0.21* 

0.25* 

0.13 

0.17 

0,13 

0,12 

0,17 

0.29* 

it
io

na
li

ty
 

C
on

ve
i 

-0.36* 

-0.21* 

-0.26* 

-0.35* 

-0.29* 

-0.14 

-0.31* 

0.23* 

0.23* 

0.14 

0.14 

0.11 

0.08 

0.21* 

JE 

-0.01 

0.03 

0.06 

0,03 

-0.01 

-0.10 

-0,04 

0.09 

0.09 

0.09 

0.08 

0.02 

0.07 

0.02 
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Table J.l. Continued. 

Openness 

Fantasy 

Aesthetics 

Feelings 

Actions 

Ideas 

Values 

Agreeableness 

Trust 

Straightforwardness 

Altruism 

Compliance 

Modesty 

Tender-Mindedness 

Sa
tis

fa
ct

io
n 

0.05 

0.10 

-0.02 

0.09 

0.16 

-0.02 

-0.02 

0.19* 

0.22* 

0.16 

0.12 

0.11 

0.09 

0.01 

T
ot

al
 I

nt
im

ac
y 

-0.03 

0.03 

-0.13 

0.07 

0.11 

-0,08 

-0.01 

0.25* 

0.37* 

0.14 

0,24* 

0.10 

0,00 

0.06 

E
m

ot
io

na
l 

In
ti

m
ac

y 

-0.02 

0.01 

-0.11 

0.08 

0.16 

-0.07 

-0.04 

0.24* 

0.34* 

0.17 

0.14 

0.10 

0.07 

0.04 

So
ci

al
 I

nt
im

ac
y 

-0.08 

0.05 

-0.07 

0.02 

-0.05 

-0.11 

-0.13 

0.23* 

0.27* 

0.07 

0.34* 

0.07 

0.03 

0.07 

Se
xu

al
 I

nt
im

ac
y 

-0.09 

-0.09 

-0.20* 

-0.04 

0.07 

-0.11 

0.10 

0.01 

0.21* 

0,02 

-0.03 

0.00 

-0.17 

-0.02 

In
te

ll
ec

tu
al

 I
nt

im
ac

y 

0.03 

0.01 

-0.09 

0.13 

0.11 

0.00 

0.04 

0.26* 

0.35* 

0.16 

0.21* 

0.11 

0.08 

0.08 

R
ec

re
at

io
na

l 
In

ti
m

ac
y 

0.06 

0.15 

-0.02 

0.06 

0.14 

-0.01 

-0.02 

0.18 

0.22* 

0.12 

0.23* 

0.08 

-0.03 

0.08 

C
on

ve
nt

io
na

li
ty

 

0.01 

0.05 

-0.05 

0.07 

0.13 

-0.04 

-0.03 

0.24* 

0.32* 

0.15 

0.22* 

0.08 

0.09 

0.05 

IE 

-0.12 

-0.08 

-0.14 

0.01 

-0.12 

-0.06 

-0.06 

0.02 

0.04 

-0.12 

0.07 

0,07 

-0,10 

0.16 
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Table J. 1. Continued. 

Conscientiousness 

Competence 

Order 

Dutifulness 

Achievement Striving 

Self-Discipline 

Deliberation 

c 
_o 
o 

<4-c 
t / l 

•,S 

ca 
c/3 

0.16 

0,14 

0.12 

0.16 

0.05 

0.16 

0.10 

>> o a 
B 
c "~ 
w 

4-* 

o 

0.17 

0.17 

0.11 

0.17 

0.06 

0.21* 

0.05 

>̂  t j 

ca 
.E 
^ c ^̂  
a 

io
n 

o 
E 
a 

0.13 

0.11 

0.06 

0.16 

0.03 

0.15 

0.09 

>, o ca U
II 

^ 
"rt 

oc
i 

c/3 

0.18 

0.19* 

0.10 

0.13 

0.13 

0.19* 

0.07 

>-, CJ 
ca U

II 

c 
"~ 
ca 
3 

0 0 

0.04 

0.05 

0.06 

0.10 

0.03 

0.12 

-0.08 

>^ o ea U
II 

c •—' 

ca 
3 

jj 

"u 
c 

0.16 

0.13 

0.15 

0.18 

0,02 

0.15 

0.09 

>, o ca P 
' • 4 - < 

^ 
"ca 

io
n 

ta 

R
ec

 

0,12 

0.14 

0.03 

0.14 

0.02 

0.19* 

0,00 

t > 
ca TB 

O ca • r ^ *-• 
C C/3 

w 
c o 

U 

0.19* -0.03 

0.14 0.10 

0.11 -0.09 

0.22* 0.00 

0.07 -0.02 

0.19* 0.01 

0.12 -0.03 

Note. N = 196. Hypothesized correlations are emphasized in boldface. 

'n = 99. 

*p<.01. 
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Table J.2. Correlations Among Five Factors and Facets with Love Styles. 

Neuroticism 

Anxiety 

Anger Hostility 

Depression 

Self-Consciousness 

Impulsiveness 

Vulnerability 

Extraversion 

Warmth 

Gregariousness 

Assertiveness 

Activity 

Excitement-Seeking 

Positive Emotions 

Opermess 

Fantasy 

Aesthetics 

Feelings 

Actions 

E
ro

s 

-0.19* 

-0.08 

-0.11 

-0.21* 

-0.21* 

0.02 

-0.21* 

0.22* 

0.16 

0.14 

0.13 

0.14 

0.10 

0.23* 

0.02 

0.05 

O.OI 

0.04 

0.15 

L
ud

us
 

0.23* 

0.04 

0.17 

0.24* 

0.13 

0.24* 

0.16 

-0.01 

-0.07 

0.02 

0.07 

0.05 

0.03 

-0.15 

-0.04 

-0.10 

-0.03 

0.00 

-0.07 

St
or

ge
 

-0.17 

-0.09 

-0.10 

-0.06 

-0.14 

-0.22* 

-0.14 

0.16 

0.12 

0.10 

0.12 

0.06 

0.09 

0.14 

-0.03 

-0.03 

0.02 

-0.04 

0.11 

Pr
ag

m
a 

-0.02 

0.06 

0.02 

-0.02 

0.00 

-0.06 

-O.IO 

0.12 

0.06 

0.11 

0.08 

0.13 

0.09 

0.04 

-0.21* 

-0.07 

-0.09 

-0.07 

-0.10 

M
an

ia
 

0.34* 

0.27* 

0.26* 

0.33* 

0.28* 

0.22* 

0.09 

0.00 

-0.05 

-0.03 

-0.01 

0.00 

0.14 

-0.02 

0.03 

0.14 

0.04 

0.15 

-0.19* 

A
ga

pe
 

0.06 

0.04 

0.08 

0.14 

0.08 

-0.06 

-0.05 

0.03 

0.03 

-0.01 

0.03 

-0.03 

0.05 

0.06 

0.13 

0.13 

0.10 

0.14 

-0.02 
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Table J.2. Continued. 

Ideas 

Values 

Agreeableness 

Tmst 

Straightforwardness 

Altmism 

Compliance 

Modesty 

Tender-Mindedness 

Conscientiousness 

Competence 

Order 

Dutifulness 

Achievement Striving 

Self-Discipline 

Deliberation 

E
ro

s 

-0.04 

-0.06 

0.18 

0.16 

0.09 

0.16 

0.05 

0.17 

0.04 

0.15 

0.12 

0.12 

0.17 

0.06 

0.14 

0.05 

L
ud

us
 

0.00 

0.02 

-0.28* 

-0.17 

-0.29* 

-0.30* 

-0.18 

-0.08 

-0.03 

-0.16 

-0.08 

-0.07 

-0.16 

-0.07 

-0.14 

-0.17 

St
or

ge
 

-0.11 

-0.02 

0.12 

0.10 

0.03 

0.10 

0.06 

-0.01 

0.16 

0.15 

0.13 

0.07 

0.14 

0.14 

0.11 

0.12 

Pr
ag

m
a 

-0.25* 

-0.25* 

0.00 

0.00 

-0.03 

0.15 

-0.02 

-0.14 

0.02 

0.17 

0.11 

0.12 

0.10 

0.24* 

0.14 

0.09 

M
an

ia
 

0.05 

-0.18 

-0.12 

-0.21* 

-0.17 

0.15 

-0.12 

-0.04 

0.02 

-0.01 

-0.04 

0.12 

0.02 

0.02 

-0.08 

-0.09 

A
ga

pe
 

0.14 

-0.03 

0.09 

-0.09 

0.08 

0.18 

0.04 

0.17 

0.02 

0.13 

0.12 

0.06 

0.30* 

0.02 

0.08 

0.06 

Note. N = 196. Hypothesized correlations are emphasized in boldface. 

*p<.01. 
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APPENDIX K 

CORRELATIONS AMONG FACET 

VARIABLES WITHIN FACTORS 
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Table K.l. Correlations Among Neuroticism Facet Variables. 

Anxiety 

Anger Hostility 

Depression 

Self-Consciousness 

Impulsiveness 

Vulnerability 

^ 
_a> 
2 
5 

• * ^ 

1.00 

0.28* 

0.52* 

0.47* 

0.30* 

0.43* 

^ 
• 1 — < 

o 
ffi 

00 

0.32* 

1.00 

0.47* 

0.35* 

0.31* 

0.22* 

• 1-H 
CO 
t/1 

a, (U 
Q 

0.53* 

0.44* 

1.00 

0.61* 

0.34* 

0.53* 

c/3 
C/3 

c/3 
3 
_o 
o c/3 

Se
lf

-C
oi

 

0.58* 

0.36* 

0.72* 

1.00 

0.33* 

0.43* 

c/3 
C/3 

£3 
a> _> 
CO 

^̂  3 

2 

0.35* 

0.34* 

0.42* 

0.39* 

1.00 

0.27 

^ 

'x> CO 
u 
c 3 

> 

0.56* 

0.33* 

0.63* 

0.67* 

0.36* 

1.00 

Note. Correlations for females (n = 105) are above the diagonal, and correlations for 
males (n = 91) are below the diagonal. 

*p<.01. 
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Table K.2. Correlations Among Extraversion Facet Variables. 

Warmth 

Gregariousness 

Assertiveness 

Activity 

Excitement- S eeking 

Positive Emotions 

W
ar

m
th

 

1.00 

0.59* 

0.27* 

0.14 

0.23 

0.55* 

G
re

ga
ri

ou
sn

es
s 

0.65* 

1.00 

0.32* 

0.30* 

0.28* 

0.37* 
A

ss
er

ti
ve

ne
ss

 

0.37* 

0.36* 

1.00 

0.38* 

0.28* 

0.19 

A
ct

iv
it

y 

0.27* 

0.36* 

0.39* 

1.00 

0.13 

0.16 

E
xc

it
em

en
t-

Se
ek

in
g 

0.26* 

0.36* 

0.29* 

0.29* 

1.00 

0.28* 

Po
si

tiv
e 

E
m

ot
io

ns
 

0.63* 

0.55* 

0.40* 

0.44* 

0.24 

1.00 

Note. Correlations for females (n = 105) are above the diagonal, and correlations for 
males (n = 91) are below the diagonal. 

*p<.01. 
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Table K.3. Correlations Among Openness Facet Variables. 

Fantasy 

Aesthetics 

Feelings 

Actions 

Ideas 

Values 

Fa
nt

as
y 

1.00 

0.64* 

0.34* 

0.30* 

0.47* 

0.13 
A

es
th

et
ic

s 

0.35* 

1.00 

0.33* 

0.33* 

0.51* 

0.34* 

Fe
el

in
gs

 

0.37* 

0.36* 

1.00 

0.02 

0.39* 

0.31* 

A
ct

io
ns

 

0.14 

0.22 

0.13 

1.00 

0.08 

0.04 

Id
ea

s 

0.30* 

0.50* 

0.44* 

0.18 

1.00 

0.27* 

V
al

ue
s 

0.15 

0.18 

0.20 

0.33* 

0.32* 

1.00 

Note. Correlations for females (n = 105) are above the diagonal, and correlations for 
males (n = 91) are below the diagonal. 

*E<.OI. 
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Table K.4. Correlations Among Agreeableness Facet Variables. 

Tmst 

Straightforwardness 

Altmism 

Compliance 

Modesty 

Tender-Mindedness 

T
m

st
 

1.00 

0.25 

0.38* 

0.24 

0.00 

0.33* 

St
ra

ig
ht

fo
rw

ar
dn

es
s 

0.21 

1.00 

0.28* 

0.52* 

0.40* 

0.42* 
A

lt
ru

is
m

 

0.25* 

0.45* 

1.00 

0.31* 

0.36* 

0.47* 

C
om

pl
ia

nc
e 

0.28* 

0.50* 

0.48* 

1.00 

0.35* 

0.40* 

M
od

es
ty

 

-0.04 

0.40* 

0.17 

0.31* 

1.00 

0.16 

T
en

de
r-

M
in

de
dn

es
s 

0.19 

0.23 

0.29* 

0.32* 

0.11 

1.00 

Note. Correlations for females (n = 105) are above the diagonal, and correlations for 
males (n = 91) are below the diagonal. 

*p<.01. 
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Table K.5. Correlations Among Conscientiousness Facet Variables. 

Competence 

Order 

Dutifulness 

Achievement Striving 

Self-Discipline 

Deliberation 

C
om

pe
te

nc
e 

1.00 

0.30* 

0.61* 

0.40* 

0.46* 

0.25 

O
rd

er
 

0.47* 

1.00 

0.23 

0.31* 

0.41* 

0.30* 
D

ut
if

ul
ne

ss
 

0.57* 

0.46* 

1.00 

0.42* 

0.42* 

0.31* 

A
ch

ie
ve

m
en

t 
St

ri
vi

ng
 

0.63* 

0.48* 

0.53* 

1.00 

0.47* 

0.35* 

Se
lf

-D
is

ci
pl

in
e 

0.70* 

0.62* 

0.62* 

0.73* 

1.00 

0.38* 

D
el

ib
er

at
io

n 

0.54* 

0.42* 

0.49* 

0.45* 

0.48* 

1.00 

Note. Correlations for females (n = 105) are above the diagonal, and correlations for 
males (n = 91) are below the diagonal. 

*p<.01. 
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