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Abstract

Does expecting positive outcomes — especially poirtant life domains such as
relationships -- make these positive outcomes rikety/? In a longitudinal study of
dating couples, we tested whether optimists (wha lzacognitive disposition to expect
positive outcomes) and their romantic partnersvavee satisfied in their relationships,
and if so, whether this is due to optimists perncgj\greater support from their partners.
In cross-sectional analyses, both optimists and gagtners indicated greater
relationship satisfaction, an effect that was nmiedidy optimists’ greater perceived
support. When the couples engaged in a conflictemation, optimists and their
partners saw each other as engaging more consglyctiuring the conflict, which in
turn led both partners to feel that the confliceveatter resolved one week later. In a one-
year followup, men’s optimism predicted relatiogshiatus. Effects of optimism were
mediated by the optimists’ perceived support, wiaippears to promote a variety of

beneficial processes in romantic relationships.
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Optimism in Close Relationships:
How Seeing Thingsin a Positive Light Makes Them So

| have heard of reasons manifold

Why Love needs be blind,

But this the best of all | hold —

His eyes are in his mind.

Samuel Taylor Coleridge (1811)

Individuals’ perceptions of the social world arermthan just objective reports of
an external reality — social perceptions are shap#te mind of the perceiver, a fact that
can have very real consequences for social lifendtdic relationships, in particular,
have long been observed by poets and writers substantially affected by the cognitive
dispositions of the individuals involved. As Cotige might say, lovers’ eyes are in their
minds.

In this article, we present an investigation of tb@sequences of one particular
cognitive disposition, namely optimism, within rontig relationships. Is optimism
associated with happier and longer-lasting romaetetionships? To answer this
guestion, our research was designed to test twtedehypotheses. First, we tested the
hypothesis that optimists and their partners wwalde relationships that are more
satisfying, characterized by better conflict resioly and longer-lastingSecond, we
tested the hypothesis that the reason why optirhests better relationship outcomes is
that they perceive their partners as more supporthe tested these hypotheses in cross-
sectional analyses of couples’ reports about tle¢ationships, in analyses of how

couples responded to a conflict conversation, aredone-year followup of relationship

dissolution.
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Optimism, Perceived Support, and Social Functioning

Optimism is defined as the cognitive dispositiorxpect favorable outcomes
(Scheier & Carver, 1985). A substantial body oeegsh has linked optimism to effective
coping and to positive mental and physical healtit@mes (e.g., Scheier, Carver, &
Bridges, 2001; Taylor, Kemeny, Reed, Bower, & Brewald, 2000). A smaller number
of studies have also shown that optimism lead®ttebsocial functioning. For example,
optimism is associated with lower social alienai{Soheier & Carver, 1985) and with
longer-lasting friendships (Geers, Reilly, & DemhE998). In romantic relationships,
two prior studies have suggested that optimism gharticular relationship predicts
greater satisfaction in that relationship and redudelihood of relationship dissolution
(Helgeson, 1994; Murray & Holmes, 1997), althoulgé tnechanisms explaining such a
relation were not directly tested.

Why might optimists have more positive experienoa®lationships? As a
cognitive disposition, optimism should influenceahimdividuals attend to and interpret
others’ behaviors and intentions. We propose tlithinva close relationship, this
cognitive disposition may manifest itself garceived supporthe belief that one’s
partner is able and willing to provide supporteicessary (Murray & Holmes, 1997).
Perceived support could in turn have a number péfis: it has been shown to lead
individuals to feel that their relationship faalies their personal and collective goals
(Brunstein, Dangelmayer, & Schultheiss, 1996; Ka@aMaddux, 2002), and it may
buffer against stress and negative affect in @tatiips (Dehle, Larsen, & Landers,

2001). This latter effect may be particularly imgamt in close relationships.
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Research on perceived support indicates thatpljtienism, it is moderately
stable over time (Sarason, Sarason, & Shearin,)1886 it appears to be something
more than simply a direct reflection of others’uattsupportive behaviors (Barrera,
1986; Belsher & Costello, 1991; Newcomb, 1990). destpite the agreement among
many researchers that perceived support is infe@by personality variables, Lakey,
McCabe, Fisicaro, and Drew (1996) wrote that “sisipgly, there has been very little
research on the personality factors that predetwvelopment of perceived support” (p.
1278).

Among personality factors that might promote peredisupport, optimism seems
to be a likely candidate. Perceived support is@ased with positive biases in evaluating
and remembering supportive behaviors in specitieracttions and relationships (Lakey
et al, 1992; Lakey & Cassidy, 1990; Pierce, Sara&dBarason, 1992). Furthermore, the
proposed mechanisms of perceived support — posiffeet, coping self-efficacy, and
adaptive coping - are all robustly associated witimism (Chang, 2001; Cozarelli,
1993; Scheier, Carver, & Bridges, 2001). Optimésts better liked by others, which may
reinforce their expectations about how others tnglat them (Carver, Kus, & Scheier,
1994). In relationships, we expect that optimistaild be more likely to perceive others’
behaviors as supportive and to respond accordingly.

A few studies have offered some evidence direatkirig optimism to perceived
support. Associations between optimism and perdesupport have been found among
air crash rescue workers (Dougall, Hyman, Haywhftck-eeley, & Baum, 2001),
bereaved men (Park & Folkman, 1997) and collegeestis (Sarason, Levine, Basham,

& Sarason., 1983). In a longitudinal investigatiBnisette, Scheier, and Carver (2002)
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investigated the relationship between optimism perdeived social support. In a sample
of incoming college students, optimism was assediatith concurrent reports of
perceived support and number of close friendsHipiseabeginning of college, and with
increases in perceived support over the courseeatémester. The increases in perceived
support mediated the effect of optimism on depogsghough not the effect of optimism
on stress. Brisette and colleagues’ findings apontant and suggestive, but they were
not able to examine relational outcomes such asioakhip satisfaction or conflict
resolution; their study also did not examine tHeas$ of an individual’s optimism on
relationship partners.
The Present Study

The available evidence suggests that optimismssaated with positive
outcomes in relationships in general, possibly sesalt of processes that promote and
maintain perceived support. Our particular intevess in examining these processes in
the context of close relationships. Optimism anat@&ed support are often studied in
terms of their consequences for social life in gahen examination of close
relationships offers several distinct opportunitesomplement this research. For
researchers who study close relationships, studyptignism and perceived support can
potentially provide insights into the cognitive pesses that maintain security and
closeness between partners. For researchers wihottimism, close relationships are
an important life domain where optimism may haveaniegful consequences.

Studies of perceived support also suggest thag tiery be important processes
taking place in the context of dyadic relationshiet could be missed in broad-

bandwidth studies of social life. Although indivala do differ in their general tendency
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to perceive all others as supportive, perceivegasumlso draws substantially on
relationship-specific perceptions (Lakey et al9@P That is, individuals form distinct
judgments about the supportiveness of other indal&l above and beyond their broad
judgments about others in general. Although muskaech on social support has focused
broadly on social networks, this finding suggeb#t it is also important to examine the
consequences of perceived support in the contesfpexific relationships.

In developing our questions and hypotheses, wenargd our investigation
around two guiding questions. First, what conseqgegnif any, does optimism have for
satisfaction in close relationships, both for tipiraist and for the optimist’s partner?
Second, does perceived support explain the relagbmeen optimism and relationship
satisfaction?

Because of the complexity of the research designpmesent the findings in three
parts (see Table 1). Part 1 examines the crosmsakttelations among both partners’
optimism, perceived support, and relationship fattgon at Time 1. Part 2 reports a
closer examination of how the couples reacted tdlico (Time 2) and how well they felt
the conflict was resolved one week later (TimeP2t 3 examines an objective outcome,
relationship maintenance versus dissolution, oe haer (Time 4).

Part 1: Optimism and Perceived Support in a DaRetationship

In Part 1, we examined partners’ reports regarthieqg dating relationship in
general. We hypothesized that optimism would be@ated with greater relationship
satisfaction. Furthermore, we expected not only dpiimists themselves would report
greater relationship satisfaction than would pestgnbut also that the partners of

optimists would report greater relationship satigéa than the partners of pessimists.
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Such an effect would indicate that the positivatitehal consequences of optimism are
not just “in the head” of the optimists. We furthstpothesized that the effects of
optimism would be mediated by optimists’ tendercypérceive their partners as
supportive in the relationship.

To rule out possible confounds, we conducted séwelditional analyses. One
possible confounding variable was partner investnparhaps optimists attract more
supportive partners, in which case an effect oifihaigtn on perceived support could
simply reflect an accurate appraisal rather thparaeptual disposition. Thus, we also
obtained reports from each partner of offered sttgpdhe relationship to use as control
variables. If optimists have a global tendencyee their partners as supportive, that
relation should be independent of the actual amotistipport offered by their partners.

Finally, some studies have suggested that optimisiy be correlated with the
personality traits of Neuroticism, Extraversionsetf-esteem (see Scheier et al., 2001).
Thus, we conducted additional control analysesisuee that the effects of optimism
were independent of these other dimensions of iddal differences, as well as the
individuals’ ages, the length of the relationslaipd whether the partners were living
together.

Method
Procedure and Participants

We examined data from a study of dating couplessaesl at multiple time-points
over a one-year period (see Table 1). For the asalgresented in this paper as Parts 1
and 2, we included couples from the original samygte completed all measures at

Times 1, 2, and 3 (but not necessarily Time 4} kkit us with 108 coupledN(= 216) for
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the present repoftln Part 1 we analyze data from Time 1, when pigdiuts completed
measures of personality, social support, and thagleelationship.

At least one member of each couple was an undargtadecruited from one of
three Northern California universities. Coupleseavexclusive and had been dating for at
least six months at the start of the study, withealian relationship length of 16 months;
12% of couples were cohabiting. Participant ageged from 18 to 25, with a mean age
of 20.4 years. The ethnic and racial compositiothisf sample was 2.1% African-
American, 23.8% Asian, 56.3 % Caucasian, 14.6%nbétlispanic, 0.8% Native
American, and 2.5% Other. Participants were palt®iur for their participation.
Measures

Optimism The Life Orientation Test (LOT; Scheier & Carv#885) is an eight-
item self-report measure of general outcome expemrsa. Sample items include “In
uncertain times, | usually expect the best” anddverse-coded item “If something can
go wrong for me, it will.” Responses range fronstt@dngly disagregto 5 ctrongly
agreg. We rescaled scores of all individual differemeeasures to Percent of Maximum
Possible (POMP) metric, which sets the theoretaade of a scale from 0 to 100. POMP
scoring is a linear transformation of raw scores s does not affect standardized
analyses, but it can aid in interpretation of raares by putting them on an intuitive
metric (Cohen, Cohen, Aiken, & West, 1999). Actsedres on the LOT, in POMP
metric, ranged from 22 to 100; means and SDs ®LT and other major variables are
reported in Table 2. Alpha reliability coefficientgere .80 for men, .86 for women, and
factor analysis indicated a unidimensional struetédl of our data analyses controlled

for possible confounding due to partner similaatyoptimism. However, it is worth
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noting that the correlation between partners’ ofgimwasr = .12,p = .22. In other
words, there was not a strong or reliable tendéoicgptimists to be partnered with other
optimists.

Perceived supporflo assess perceived support in the dating relstiip, we used
the Maintenance Questionnaire (MQ; Stafford & Cgnaf91). Participants rated 24
statements concerning their partner’'s behaviora scale from 1sgtrongly disagregto 7
(strongly agreg The MQ has five subscales that cover a broagerah supportive
behaviors: (1) positivity (e.g., “Does not critieime”), (2) openness (e.g.,"Encourages
me to disclose my thoughts and feelings to himf€8) assurances (e.g., “Stresses
his/her commitment to me”), (4) social network (efpcuses on common friends and
affiliations”), and (5) sharing tasks (e.g., “Helpgually with tasks that need to be
done”). The five subscales were all positively etated (mean = .38, ranging from .20
to .58), so we averaged the five scales and caet/éotPOMP metric to create a global
measure of perceived support from the dating parBwres ranged from 35 to 100.
Alphas (computed at the item level) were .91 fonm82 for women.

Relationship satisfactiormo measure relationship satisfaction we usethgple
Satisfaction Scale (CSS; Cowan & Cowan, 1990). @88 includes eight items that are
rated on scale from Véry dissatisfiefto 5 (ery satisfielf a sample item is: “In
general, how do you feel about the closeness atdndie in your relationship with your
partner now.” Whereas the MQ, our measure of peedesupport, asks members of
couples to report what their partners do, the C&S adividuals how they feel about the
relationship. CSS scores, computed in POMP metigged from 9 to 100. Alphas for

the CSS were .89 for men and .89 for women.
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Control measure: Offered suppovile used a subset of 10 items from the
Investment Scale (IS; Lund, 1985), which asks @rigpant to rate “how much you feel
you have invested in your relationship in eachheffollowing ways” on a scale from 1
(not investellto 7 (ery investel Items were selected to match the subscalesed¥it,
for example: “Trying to encourage and support yoantner” (positivity), “Telling your
partner your true feelings about the relationsligpenness), “Integrating your partner
into your family” (social network), “Making formalgreements about your relationship,
such as deciding to go steady, get engaged, ongeted” (assurances), and “Doing
favors for or helping your partner, such as lenamaney or doing errands” (tasks). The
items were summed and converted to POMP metricsiate a global self-report measure
of offered support. Scores ranged from 39 to 10€ams were 76.8 (SD = 13.2) for men,
and 76.7 (SD = 11.1) for women. Alphas were .801ien, .72 for women.

Control measures: Extraversion, Neuroticism, settem, and demographics
Extraversion and Neuroticism were measured witte8tiscales from the Big Five
Inventory (John & Srivastava, 1999). Alphas forraxersion were .89 for men and .88
for women,; alphas for Neuroticism were .77 for nae .82 for women. Self-esteem was
measured with the 10-item Rosenberg self-esteela @Rasenberg, 1965); alphas were
.88 for men and .90 for women. We also measurel partner’s age, how long the
couple had been together, and whether they werabitirg.

Discriminant validity among optimism and relatiomakasuresConceptually, the
measures of optimism, perceived support, offerggbsr, and relationship satisfaction
are all supposed to measure different things. Heweat/was important to establish

discriminant validity; a possible counter-hypotlsesias that the measures simply
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reflected a general relational positivity factoo. fEst this counter-hypothesis, we ran a
confirmatory factor analysis in which all four dfet men’s measures loaded on a latent
“men’s positivity” factor, all of the women’s meass loaded on a latent “women’s
positivity” factor, and the men’s and women'’s fastwere allowed to correlateThe
analysis showed that the counter-hypothesis didititte dataxy?(df = 19,N = 108) =
52.9,p <.001; NFI = .80; RMSEA = .13. Analyses of reddisets of variables, created
by eliminating optimism or offered support, did sbow substantially better fit.
Results and Discussion

For our analyses we were interested in estimatotly Wwithin-person and
between-person effects — for example, how an iddaii's optimism relates to his own
relationship satisfaction (a within-person effeantyl to his partner’s relationship
satisfaction (a between-person effect). Both o$¢hldnds of questions are addressed by
the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM; Ka&Kenny, 1997), a data analysis
procedure for dyads. The APIM was also designetetd with the violations of
statistical independence associated with dyadia. ddtus, we adopted the APIM as our
basic data analytic strategy.

The APIM estimates two kinds of effectctor effectandpartner effectsActor
effects are within-person effects: they represeatinfluence of an individual’s level of a
predictor variable on that individual’s level of antcome variable. Partner effects are
between-person effects: they represent the inflr@h@n individual’s level of a predictor
on that individual’s partner’s level of the outconaiable. APIM estimates also control

for confounding due to partner similarity.
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The APIM is rooted in regression (Kashy & Kenny9TR As with regression, it
is possible to extend the APIM to include modergtoontrol variables, and mediators.
We had a substantive interest in taking advantégé of these possibilities. One
important question was whether gender moderateddtoe and partner effects. In the
APIM, actor and partner effects are aggregatedsadosoth members of the couple. When
members of couples are distinguishable on somahari- such as gender, in the case of
our heterosexual dating couples — it is possiblstowhether actor and partner effects
are moderated by gender. All of the analyses wertapere tested for moderator effects
of gender. Unless reported otherwise, such efigete not significant and thus results
apply to both men and womén.

The basic APIM can also be elaborated to test nsoslth multiple predictors
(for control analyses) or with mediated paths. 8hemd Bolger (2003) recently reported
that more sensitive tests of mediation can be ctteduby using bootstrap analyses, as
compared to other methods. Thus, we ran our aralgsémos 4.01 (Arbuckle, 1999),
which can conduct bootstrap analyses.

Do Optimists and Their Partners Report Greater Refeship Satisfaction?

We expected that optimists and their partners wenfterience their relationships
as more satisfying. To test this hypothesis, wéopered an APIM analysis using
optimism to predict relationship satisfaction. Theults indicated that optimists reported
greater relationship satisfaction: the standardaztdr effect was .2 < .001, with a
95% confidence interval (Cl) ranging from .15 t8..8Thep-values and confidence
intervals reported for all APIM analyses are bias-ected values from bootstrap

analyses.) Furthermore, optimists’ partners alponted greater relationship satisfaction,
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indicating that the positive relational consequernmieoptimism were not just “in the
head” of the optimists: standardized partner effed8,p = .006, 95%CI = (.06, .30).
Does Perceived Support Mediate Relations Betwe¢im@®pm and Relationship
Satisfaction?

Having established that optimism was related tati@hship satisfaction, we then
tested whether this relation was mediated by peedesupport. Following Shrout and
Bolger’s (2003) procedure (the logic of which isaeted on Baron and Kenny, 1986),
this required four further steps. Each step mustipece a significant result in order to
proceed to the next. (1) We tested whether optinpisedicts perceived support. (2) We
tested whether perceived support predicts reldtiprsatisfaction when controlling for
optimism. (3) We tested the mediated paths fronmagin via perceived support to
relationship satisfaction; a significant bootsttagt would support mediation. This
bootstrap test is a more powerful replacementiferSobel test used in conventional
mediation analysis. (4) We tested the direct patira optimism to relationship
satisfaction when controlling for perceived supptiris last step would indicate whether
mediation was partial or complete.

Did optimism predict perceived suppoife results indicated that optimists
perceived greater support from their partners;raaffect = .29p < .001, 95%CI = (.17,
41). Optimists’ partners had marginally higherdisvof perceived support; partner effect
=.12,p= .07, 95%ClI = (-.01, .24).

Did perceived support predict relationship satigfan? The effect of perceived

support on an actor’s own relationship satisfactias substantial: actor effect = .85
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.001, 95%CI = (.44, .70). Individuals who perceiggdater support also had more
satisfied partners; partner effect = .p6; .003, 95%CI = (.07, .27).

Were the mediated paths significafif?e bootstrap tests indicated that the actor
effect of optimism on relationship satisfactiorpagted earlier, was significantly
mediated by perceived support; mediated actor effet8,p = .001, 95%CI = (.09, .27).
Likewise, the effect of optimism on a partner'sateinship satisfaction was also
significantly mediated by the optimist’s perceisgport; mediated partner effect = .10,
p =.003, 95%CI = (.03, .18).

Did the direct effects indicate full or partial mation? If the direct effect of
optimism on an actor’s own relationship satisfattieas still significant, that would
indicate partial (rather than full) mediation oéthctor effect. This effect was not
significant: direct actor effect = .1p,= .15, 95%CI = (-.03, .24). Nor was the direct
partner effect significant: direct partner effec0#Z,p = .17, 95%CI = (-.03, .18). Thus,
the analyses indicated the effects of an individgugbtimism on both the individual's
own relationship satisfaction and on a partnertsfection could be explained by the
optimist’s perceived support.

Control Analyses

To ensure that the effect of optimism on globatpared support wasn’t a result
of optimists attracting more supportive partners,oonducted an APIM analysis testing
the effect of optimism on perceived support whidatecolling for offered support. The
effects of optimism were virtually unchanged: aafiect = .28p = .001, 95%CI = (.16,

40); partner effect = .1¢,= .13, 95%CI = (-.02, .22). Thus, optimists’ pgrtens of
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their partners’ supportiveness could not be expldianway by them attracting genuinely
more supportive partners.

We also wanted to ensure that the effects of optimon relationship satisfaction
were specific to optimism, rather than being atiidle to related traits. To test this, we
conducted APIM analyses with covariates, contrglfior individual differences in
Extraversion, Neuroticism, and self-esteem, as aglboth partners’ ages, the length of
the relationship, and whether the couple was livoggether; covariates were tested one
by one because of concerns about multicollineafifed against each covariate,
optimism always was a significant predictor; furthere, no covariate had a significant
effect on relationship satisfaction after contradlifor optimism (all absolute effects <
12; allps > .16). Thus, we felt fairly confident that tHéeets of optimism on
relationship satisfaction were not confounded \ithader personality traits, with self-
esteem, or with the demographic and backgroundbias we examined.

Part 1 thus shows that the romantic relationshiggtmists are characterized by
greater relationship satisfaction than the relatigps of those who are less optimistic.
The mediation analyses suggested that optimisteigé tendency to see their partners as
supportive mediated these positive relationshigaues. Not only did optimists report
greater relationship satisfaction, but so did teat necessarily optimistic) partners,
suggesting that the positive relationship outcoaresnot merely a Pollyanna-like fantasy
of the optimists. Because Part 1 was based on-saxg®nal data, however, the ordering
of variables in the mediational model was basedamteptual considerations rather than

on the design of the study. In Part 2, we adopteesign in which the temporal structure
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of the design gave us a stronger basis to evaldat¢her the relationship benefits of
optimism are explained by perceived support.

Part 1 focused on global perceptions and feelibgsitethe relationship. In Part 2,
we wanted to move beyond this global level of asetyand take a closer look at the role
of optimism in relationship processes. To do tis,brought the same couples from Part
1 into the laboratory and facilitated a conflichgersation. We assessed whether
optimists and their partners perceived each othsupportive during the conflict, and
whether that perception of support contributeddthlpartners’ reports of how well the
conflict was resolved one week later.

Part 2: The Conflict Conversation

In dating relationships, a common stressor is desgent between partners, such
as disagreement about finances or time spent tegdlow members of a couple
perceive and react to disagreements can be impdotatine health of the relationship
(Bradbury & Fincham, 1990; Carstensen, Levensoagtman, 1995; Gable, Reis, &
Downey, 2003). In Part 2, we examined how the cesipi our study responded to
conflict by bringing them into the laboratory tovieaa conversation about the most
stressful area of current disagreement in thedtigiship. Immediately after the
interaction, we asked each member of the coupleport how positively and
constructively they had engaged in the conflict how positively and constructively
their partner had engaged. One week later, we asketd member of the couple how well
they had resolved the conflict as a couple. In meag positive conflict engagement, we
believed that it was critical to take advantagéhefparticipants’ position as informants

within their relationships to tell us about howesftive they were in addressing the
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conflict together. In essence, we were interesidtle shared reality of the relationship —
the couple’s joint construal of how effectively yhautually dealt with the conflict.

We hypothesized that optimists and their partnargldvboth see the conflict as
better resolved one week after their conversaiWéa also hypothesized that this
resolution would be explained, at least in partalshared perception that both partners
engaged positively and constructively during thevassation. These hypotheses were
brought together in a double-mediation model. Irt Pawe found that optimists had a
global tendency to perceive their partners as stippoNow, we anticipated that this
global tendency toward perceived support would beifasted in the more specific
context of the conversation through positive engagg, and that this positive
engagement would be recognized by both partnerse [dositive engagement in the
conflict would, in turn, lead to a better resolutitm the conflict in the eyes of both
partners.

In examining whether optimists and their partnegsorted better conflict
resolution, we considered the alternative explanatiat optimists’ relationships might
be characterized by relatively low-intensity coctfi. That is, optimists might appear to
be good at resolving conflict, but only becausértbenflicts are relatively easy to
resolve. To address this possibility, we also exaahithe participants’ ratings of how
intensely they disagree about various topics iir tieéationship, including the one

discussed; this measure was taken before the atiar took place.
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Method

Procedure

The conflict conversation procedure was modeleer dfftat used by Carstensen et
al. (1995)° Upon arrival at the laboratory at Time 2, a fen@iperimenter gave
participants an overview of the study. Participamtse told that the study was about
“how couples talk to each other about importanfflocis or areas of disagreement in the
relationship.” Thus, they would need to talk toleather for 10 minutes and complete
guestionnaires concerning their reactions to tmyersation. Both members of the
couple had separately reported on their area atggsecurrent disagreement in the Time
1 questionnaire set using the Couple Problem lwgr{Gottman, Markman, & Notarius,
1977). In this questionnaire, participants indiddtew much they disagree with their
partner in a number of pre-established areas (mgaalpusy, recreation, etc.) and also
had the opportunity to list additional areas ohdi®ement. After rating disagreement
across all areas, participants then filled in poese to the question, “Which is currently
the greatest area of disagreement in your relatip% (additional questions asked for
the second- and third-greatest areas). Prior td@itne 2 session, the experimenter
randomly selected either the male’s or female’a afggreatest disagreement. The
experimenter then raised the topic and asked eathgy to describe (a) more
specifically how the problem area was relevanh#rtrelationship, (b) the last time this
problem came up between them, (c) his or her em®sorrounding this specific
incident, and (d) why he or she experienced thes#tiens. If the partners’ responses
indicated that the topic was not likely to be amprate for the experiment, the

experimenter selected a different area of disageeénbisagreement in the area chosen
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for discussion, rated by participants on a scalmf® @on’t disagree at aJlto 100
(disagree very mughaveraged 60 for men and 65 for women. The ceufikcussed the
topic for 10 minutes. At the end of the conversatjarticipants completed
guestionnaires about positive conflict resolutiehdviors.

One week later (at Time 3), participants returreethe laboratory to complete
guestionnaires about the conflict topic and theveosation they had in the laboratory.
Participants rated the degree to which the cortflict been resolved since the
conversation.

Measures

Intensity of disagreement®n the Couple Problem Inventory, each partnedrate
the intensity of their disagreement in each po#tatiea of disagreement, using a scale
from 0 don’t disagree at a)lto 100 disagree very mughWe computed disagreement
scores by averaging ratings across the 13 pretisttath areas and, if applicable, the 1 or
2 additional areas identified by the participam Fen, mean = 23, SD = 14; for women,
mean = 23, SD = 13. Alpha reliabilities of the diggement composite, computed across
the 13 preselected topics that every participaetravere .81 for men and .74 for
women.

Positive engagement in confliétfter the conversation, participants reported the
extent to which they and their partners engaggqubsitive or supportive behaviors during
the conflict conversation. Sample items includeyfing the conversation, to what extent
were you [was your partner] a good listener?”, ‘iDgrthe conversation, to what extent
did you [your partner] try to understand your parts [your] point of view?”, and

“During the conversation, to what extent did yoayy partner] criticize your partner
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[you]?” (reverse scored). A total of 17 items weated on a scale from @dne/not at

all) to 10 @ great deal/extremelyWe averaged the items to create composites. Self
reports ranged from 3.8 to 9.7; partner-reportgedrfrom 3.0 to 9.4. Means (and SDs)
were as follows: men’s reports of women, 6.8 (lw8)men’s reports of men, 6.9 (1.3);
men’s self-reports, 6.9 (1.2); women'’s self-repddt9 (1.2);. Alphas were .87 for men’s
reports of women, .86 for women’s reports of m88,for men’s reports of their own
behavior, and .83 for women'’s reports of their dveavior.

To simplify the analyses, we created a positiveagegent variable for each
individual that aggregated across data sourceat+ghthe positive engagement variable
for men was an average of the men'’s self-reportis women’s reports of their male
partners, and vice versa to create an aggregawoimen; variables were converted to z-
scores before averaging. These aggregates weifeeplisty the substantial (though not
perfect) agreement between self-reports and pamperts: agreement between males’
self-reports and females’ partner-reports, indeaedn alpha coefficient, was .64;
agreement between females’ self-reports and mpéeter-reports was .53. To make
sure that we were measuring the shared realitigeofdlationship and not merely the
positive biases of optimists, we also examined dperts that relied on a single data
source (either self or partner) and attemptedpboate all of the analyses with the
single-reporter variables. In the model run withtipar reports, optimists’ own positive
engagement would be reported by their partnersttamithe actor effects would be
immune from any positive perceptual bias “in thade® of optimists. In the model run
with individuals’ construals of their own behavitiie optimists’ partners’ behavior

would be reported by the partners rather than ftiengsts; thus the partner effects would
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be untainted by optimists’ internal biases. If thasalyses replicated the findings with
the aggregated variables, that would ensure tleatffiects reflected the shared reality of
the relationship, rather than the idiosyncratiowaef one person.

Conflict resolution.Two items, rated on a scale fromre/not at a)ito 10 @
great deal/extreme)ywere used to assess both partners’ feelingst doouwell the
conflict was resolved one week after the convargatiAt this point, to what extent is the
conflict you talked about in your previous sesgiesolved?” and “At this point, to what
extent have you and your partner moved in the wdgleiction to resolve the conflict you
talked about in your previous session?” These teims were averaged to create conflict
resolution scores. Actual scores covered the &mige of the scale. Alphas were .80 for
men, .81 for women.

Controls.As in Part 1, we examined Extraversion, Neuratigiself-esteem, both
partners’ ages, length of relationship, and colasibit status as control variables. We
also included a measure of relationship satisfadtioe CSS from Part 1) to rule out the
possibility that participants were simply sayingpddhings about how they resolved
conflict because their were generally satisfiechwliteir relationships.

Results and Discussion
Did Optimists Have Less Intense Disagreements?

We examined the effect of optimism on both indirt$’ ratings of the intensity
of disagreement in their relationships. Optimistd their partners described their
disagreements as somewhat less intense: actot effels, p = .02, 95%ClI = (-.29, -.02);

partner effect = -.16, p = .01, 95%CI = (-.30, ).0thus, we included intensity of
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disagreement as a control variable when testingftfieets of optimism on conflict
resolution.
Did Optimists and Their Partners See the ConflxBatter Resolved?

Were optimists’ relationships characterized bydygtbsitive conflict resolution,
as perceived by both partners? In an APIM analysiering optimism and intensity of
disagreement simultaneously to predict conflicohason, the actor effect of optimism
was .17p =.018, 95%CI = (.05, .31) and the partner efeéaptimism was .15 = .02,
95%CI = (.02, .28). Individuals who rated theiratjseements as relatively intense did
report poorer conflict resolution, actor effect.20,p = .01, 95%CI = (-.35, -.04); the
partner effect was not significamt= .13. From this analysis it can be concluded that
both optimists and their partners agreed that genflicts had reached a more
satisfactory resolution one week later, and thiateéffect could not be explained away by
baseline differences in the intensity of their dig@ments.

Do Perceived Support and Positive Engagement Medine Benefits of Optimism?

We hypothesized that optimists’ global perceivepigut would promote positive
engagement in the conflict conversation, as re@eghby both partners, and that this
would explain the effects of optimism on achievangiore satisfactory conflict
resolution. Part 1 already demonstrated the effeoptimism on global perceived
support; here we present evidence testing the rengaelements of the double-mediation
hypothesis.

Did perceived support promote positive engageméfgran APIMs testing the
effects of global perceived support on the aggeshpbsitive engagement measure. The

analyses showed that individuals with greater peecesupport were seen as engaging
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more positively in the conflict: actor effect = ,32=.004, 95%CI = (.22, .42). In
followup analyses where we analyzed the self-rapmnd partner-reports separately, this
effect was significant regardless of whose repoirfsositive engagement we analyzed:
individuals with higher global perceived suppomvdhemselves as engaging more
positively in the conflict, and their partners stngm that way as well.

The analyses also showed that an individual’'s pegdesupport predicted the
partner’s positive engagement: partner effect 7p35.001, 95%CI = (.26, .45). Again,
the followup analyses indicated that this effecs wagnificant with both data sources:
individuals who were high in global perceived supgaw their partners as engaging
more positively in the conflict, and their partneh&ared that perception.

In an additional followup analysis that includetemsity of disagreement as a
control variable, perceived support still had digant actor and partner effects on
positive engagement. Intensity of disagreemenndichave significant actor or partner
effects in this analysigs > .25.

Did positive engagement predict better resolutioe week laterMhdividuals
who engaged more positively in the conflict conaéim reported better conflict
resolution one week later: actor effect = g% .002, 95%CI = (.13, .41). Importantly,
their partners also saw the conflict as betterlvesb partner effect = .2@ = .002,
95%CI = (.11, .40). These analyses held up regssdiéthe data source for the positive
engagement variable.

Was the effect of optimism on conflict resolutiediated by perceived support
and positive conflict resolution®/e tested for mediation by evaluating whether the

mediated paths from optimism, through perceivegstpthrough positive engagement,
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to conflict resolution were significant. The compdunediated path from optimism to
the optimist’s own report of conflict resolution svaignificant: mediated actor effect =
.07,p=.001, 95%CI = (.03, .12). The compound mediai@ith from optimism to the
partner’s conflict resolution was also significamiediated partner effect = .Q¥= .001,
95%CI = (.04, .12). This analysis supported theiatexh hypothesis.

Was the mediation full or partialf the double-mediation model, there are six
ways that direct effects could have “bypassednieeliated pathways. Optimism could
have had a direct effect on an actor's own confésblution or on a partner’s conflict
resolution that was not mediated by perceived sdgp@ositive engagement. Optimism
could have had direct actor or partner effects@sitye engagement that were not
mediated by perceived support. Additionally, peredisupport could have had direct
actor or partner effects on conflict resolutionttivare not mediated by positive
engagement.

To test these various possibilities together, voi tadvantage of Amos’s model-
comparison capabilities to test models with fulll grartial mediation. In the full-
mediation model, depicted in Figure 1, we allowaty @ffects from optimism to
perceived support, perceived support to positigagement, and positive engagement to
conflict resolution. (As noted earlier, we testedroderating effects of gender by
constraining men’s and women’s paths to be eqbat & = a’, b = b’, etc. No gender
moderation was found, so we report the resulti@finalysis with equality constraints.)
The second model, called the partial-mediation hades a less-restricted model that

added all of the previously-described indirect paththe model depicted in Figure 1.
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On its own, the full-mediation model was a gooddithe datag® (N = 108, df =
22) = 25.1p =.29, NFI = .90, RMSEA = .036. However, compat@the partial-
mediation model, the full-mediation model’s fit walgyhtly worseAx2 (N =108, df =6)
=12.7,p = .05. When we examined the individual paths enghrtial-mediation model,
we found that all of the effects specified in tb#-fediation model were still significant.
In addition, however, optimism had a direct effeta partner’s conflict resolution (that
is, its effect was partially but not wholly explachby the mediating variables): direct
partner effect = .14 = .04, 95%CI = (.01, .26).

Control Analyses

We separately analyzed each link in the double-ateai model controlling for
Extraversion, Neuroticism, self-esteem, partnegg'sa length of relationship,
cohabitation status, relationship satisfactiorenstty of disagreement, and which
partner’s topic was (randomly) selected by the expenter. All of the links in the
double-mediation model remained significant whecheaf these control variables was
included.

Part 2 showed that optimism was associated nowjitistglobal relationship
satisfaction, but also with how well both partngesceived their engagement and
resolution of a significant area of conflict inedationship. This effect seemed to be
partially driven by optimists’ tendency to percetheir partners as supportive, which not
only led optimists to engage more positively ircdissing the conflict (according to both
optimists and their partners), but also elicitedenmositive engagement from their

partners as well.
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Our emphasis on the participants’ reports of engege in the conflict discussion
and resolution of the conflict allowed us to gaauable insights into their relationships.
By asking both partners for their assessmentsenf twn engagement, their partners’
engagement, and the conflict resolution, we wele tbassess the shared social reality
of these intimate relationships. Neverthelesspifmism affects the shared reality of a
relationship, then at some point that shared gealight affect outcomes that are
objectively verifiable. For Part 3, we examined wisditerally the ultimate relationship
outcome — relationship dissolution.

Part 3: The One-Year Follow Up

Parts 1 and 2 demonstrated that optimism was adsdawith relationship
satisfaction and subjective conflict resolutiomgily due to the association between
optimism and the perception of greater social stpptiese findings suggest that
optimism influences relationship processes relet@nlationship maintenance and
survival. In Part 3, we examined whether the datiogples were still together one year
after the initial phases of the study. Becausendatelationships are not as enduring as
marriages, it was reasonable to expect that enmlgtionships would have ended that
we could test for effects of optimism on relatiopslongevity. We hypothesized that
optimism would be associated with relationshipustait the 1-year follow-up, and that
this effect would be mediated by perceived support.

Method

We attempted to contact all original participarissemail one year after their

participation in Part 2. Because data collectiarMart 2 spanned several months, we

contacted couples within one week of the 1-yeaivemsary of their participation in Part
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2. If neither member of a couple responded withat tveek, we contacted them a second
and third time, via email and phone. Through thicpdure, we were able to obtain
relationship status information from at least oreamher of 101 (94%) of the couples.
Analyses showed that members of responding coapleéson-responding couples did
not differ significantly on measures of optimismrelationship satisfaction.

Relationship status at one ye&Ve asked all participants whether or not they
were still in an exclusive dating relationship wilteir partner. Couples responding yes
were coded as still together at 1-year (1). Coupdpsrting no were coded as having
broken-up (0). In the responding sample, 67 couf@é%o) were still together at the 1-
year followup, and 34 had broken up.

Results and Discussion

Did Optimism Predict Relationship Status at OnerYea

We hypothesized that greater optimism would be@asad with a higher
probability of being together at a 1-year follow-Um test this hypothesis, we performed
a logistic regression with couple as the unit algsis, using both male and female
optimism to predict the couple’s 1-year status.aBremale optimism predicted
relationship survivalB = 0.03, Wald = 7.53) = .006, but female optimism did not
predict relationship survivaB = 0.01, Wald = 0.48) = .49. To illustrate this effect, we
split the couples into two groups according torttae optimism median and examined
survival for each group. We found that 75% of cesphith men at or above the median
were still together at one year, contrasted witho®f couples with men below the

median.
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Did Perceived Support Mediate the Effects of Otimon Relationship Longevity?

To evaluate whether perceived support mediateéffieet of optimism on
relationship longevity, we added male and femalegieed support as predictors in the
logistic regression model. In this second modelerparceived support was a significant
predictor,B = .06, Wald = 6.21p = .01, the effect of male optimism was redudéd,

..02, Wald = 3.28p = .07, and female optimism and perceived supperewot
significant predictorsps > .75). We evaluated the reduction in the efbéchale
optimism by computing a bootstrap confidence irdefor the difference between the
male optimism effect in the first and second modils confidence interval did not
include a null effect, 95%CI = (.001, .024), cotesng with mediation. The effects of
men’s optimism and perceived support remained sogmt when controlling for both
partners’ Extraversion, Neuroticism, and self-astee

Analyses controlling for relationship satisfactiware consistent with our main
conclusions, though they yielded somewhat more ticatpd results. In a logistic
regression where men’s and women'’s relationshipfaation were the only predictors,
there was a significant effect of men’s relatiopstatisfactionB = .04, Wald = 7.59 =
.006; but not of women'’s relationship satisfactiBrs -.01, Wald = 0.27) = .61. In a
regression that included both optimism and relatiim satisfaction, there were
significant effects both of men’s optimisqm#£ .03) and men’s relationship satisfactipn (
= .03), indicating that men'’s relationship satisifat did not account for the effect of
men’s optimism on longevity. When we ran the futdirational model with a control for
relationship satisfaction, the results were ingbeerally expected direction but were not

as clear as without the controls. In this analyséther men’s nor women'’s relationship
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satisfaction was a significant predictor of relaship longevity s > .42). The effect of
men’s perceived support was in the expected dmediut was not statistically significant
(p = .10). Given the sample size, it should perhay$a surprising that in a model with
six moderately intercorrelated predictors, the joted effect was only marginally
significant.

Part 3 showed that optimism is associated withhgortant social outcome,
relationship survival. Intriguingly, this study shed a sex difference, with men’s
optimism being the important predictor; this wasamtrast to the other studies, which
indicated that men’s and women’s optimism did retehdifferent effects on perceived
support, relationship satisfaction, or conflictalesion processes.

Why might male optimism play a more important riblan female optimism in
predicting relationship survival? One possible arpkion has to do with the nature of
men’s and women'’s social support networks. A nunabetudies have suggested that
men tend to rely more heavily on romantic partfersocial support, whereas women
tend to draw upon a wider network of family anefids (e.g., Taylor et al., 2000; Voss,
Markiewicz, & Doyle, 1999; Walen & Lachman, 2000hus, the tendency of male
pessimists to perceive their partners as less stipponight be especially likely to
produce shorter-lived relationships, since for nmagative perceptions of their partners
would implicate their entire support system andegivem greater incentive to terminate
the relationship.

General Discussion
In a longitudinal study of dating couples, we fouhdt optimism was associated

with better relationship outcomes in a number ohdms. Part 1 found that optimists and
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their partners both experienced greater overalticeiship satisfaction; Part 2 found that
optimists and their partners saw themselves and @her as engaging more positively
in the conflict and as reaching a better resolyt@om Part 3 found that the relationships
of male optimists lasted longer than the relatigmsbf male pessimists. Furthermore, all
of the relationship consequences of optimism wezdiated by optimists’ tendency to
perceive their partners as supportive.

How Does Perceived Support Affect the Relationairenment?

Why should optimism be an asset in close relatips$hThis study provided
some insight into why optimism may lead to mores$ghg and longer-lasting
relationships, by identifying perceived supportasediator. Perceived support was
hypothesized to be an important relational medibgmause it creates a more adaptive
relational environment. We believe that perceivagop®rt probably helps relationships in
a variety of ways. First, optimists’ tendency togeve their partners as supportive may
act as a buffer against negative attributions. tRelahips in which individuals attribute
their partners’ negative behaviors to global, gatbluntary dispositions, rather than
narrow and temporary inclinations, tend to be make lower relationship satisfaction
and other maladaptive outcomes (Bradbury & FinchE#80). Optimists may attribute
specific instances of unsupportive or ambiguousabigin to temporary and situationally
limited states. Second, optimists’ positive vieWsheir partners may prevent or interrupt
cycles of negative reciprocity by refocusing opsitsi attention on the constructive
things that their partners do and say, insteachdheir partners’ negative affect
(Gottman, 1998). Third, optimists may be betteading as a “secure base” (Bowlby,

1988; Hazan & Shaver, 1987), providing their pardneith a reliable source of support.
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As a result, optimists and their partners may beensatisfied because feel that their
relationship helps them pursue their personal g@aisnstein et al., 1996; Kaplan &
Maddux, 2002).

Optimism, Shared Reality, and Positive Illusions

Did optimists and their partners benefit from pesiillusions (Taylor & Brown,
1988)? In conceptualizing this study we have safgstd questions about accuracy and
bias, instead focusing on perceptions of suppattamboth partners’ assessment of
positive engagement and conflict resolution. Pastreeliefs and perceptions of
themselves and each other define the shared reébtyelationship, a reality that is
important independent of any objective analysiaamfuracy (Gable et al., 2003). In
support of the value of such an approach, Parggests that shared reality can have very
real consequences for the long-term success da@oreship.

How might we apply a different perspective to andings? Drawing upon a
positive illusions perspective, we could interghet results in Part 1 as stemming from
positive illusions that optimists hold about thetationships. In Part 2, we could
conclude that such illusions drive optimists togtice and elicit “objectively” better
conflict-related behavior; or alternatively, perbdmth partners share an illusion about
how they handle conflict. We believe that the foriméerpretation is more compatible
with other findings about positive illusions in storelationships (e.g., Murray & Holmes,
1997), though the present data cannot speak syrémgluestions of illusion or accuracy.

Relatedly, perceived support may function as afséifling prophecy: by virtue
of optimists’ general tendency to see their pagm@er supportive, they may elicit actual

support from their partners. That would explain vapgimists report using social support
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as a coping strategy in general (Scheier, CarvaBri@ges, 1994), but not in response to
specific, everyday stressors (Aspinwall & Tayld®92; Brisette et al., 2002): optimists
expect to receive support from others, but thepatadirectly ask for it.

Limitations and Future Directions

Throughout this article, we have adopted the petspethat optimism leads to
perceived support, which leads to positive relatiop outcomes. This was based in large
part on theoretical considerations: we orderedtmstructs from optimism, the most
general and broad-based construct, to perceivaabstjpvhich is more domain-specific
but still fairly broad as an individual differen¢®arason et al., 1986), to outcomes
relevant to a specific relationship (Part 1) orcsfieevents within that relationship (Parts
2 and 3), which are the most contextual. Therdsis @ temporal logic to the order of
precedence: optimism is a meaningful construct évean individual who has no
experience or beliefs about close relationshipd,gemeral perceptions of support can
pre-exist specific experiences in relationships2amt 2, this temporal ordering was
reflected in the design of the study, and was gttemed by analysis controlling for
Time-1 levels of relationship satisfaction. In Partelationship dissolution obviously is
an outcome that temporally follows all other chézsgistics of the relationship.

The strengths of our naturalistic approach arenuald against the limitations of a
non-experimental design, however, and we acknovwelelgt this sequencing is not
airtight. It could be argued, for example, thatge@tions of support are a consequence,
rather than a cause, of higher quality relationsfietts, Geist, & Gray, 1994). From
this perspective, individuals may form their petaams of their partners’ supportiveness

based on some other aspect of the relationshippattally addressed this concern by
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controlling for relationship satisfaction and othelationship characteristics in Part 2, but
we cannot fully rule out the possibility that sooteer, unmeasured feature of the
relationship acted as a third variable.

Our reliance on partners’ reports about the cantlimversation in Part 2 might
be regarded as a double-edged sword. As implideedhis approach gave us insight
into the shared reality of the relationship, arelrsults showed that both self- and
partner-reports from both members of the coupladatie same conclusions about
conversation processes. In fact, if an “objectiobserver failed to corroborate the
positive conversation processes evident in optghistationships, we might have cause
to suspect the observer rather than the coupleefieiess, it would be interesting in
future research to examine more objectively theifipeprocesses that we believe are
being promoted by optimists: adaptive attributiangrruption of cycles of negative
reciprocity, and use of the relationship as a sebase. Such research would elucidate
the mechanisms that link optimists’ positive expéions to the fulfillment of these

expectations.
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Footnotes

1. Optimism and pessimism can be conceptualizeerskdifferent ways: as
opposite poles of a single dimension, as two distitmensions, or as discrete categories.
In this article we treat optimism both conceptualhd empirically as a single, bipolar
dimension, an approach that was supported by ambfsthe data. To avoid
cumbersome language, we have used the term “opginmsthis paper as a shorthand,
meaning in effect, “individuals who score higheoptimism, relative to those who score
lower.” It is not our intention to suggest thatiapsts are a discrete category.

2. We compared the 108 couples included in tipsmtewith the 12 couples who
did not return at Times 2 or 3. Analyses indicatedlifferences on optimism for the men
or women of these couples (rs < .07; ps > .52);dvan, the men in the 108 included
couples were somewhat higher in perceived suppert46, p = .004) and higher in
relationship satisfaction (r = .19, p = .04). Themen in these couples did not differ
significantly on those dimensions (rs < .13, p&&..

3. We thank an anonymous reviewer for suggeshisganalysis.

4. The APIM can be specified as a constrained pattiel, in which all of the
constraints set equalities between members ofythd d which, in this study, meant that
it sets men’s parameter estimates equal to wombn&ich a case, the unconstrained or
“saturated” model is one that produces separatpeter estimates for men and for
women. Thus, thg? test of model fit (which compares the constraimextlel to a
saturated model) is, in the present context, aofestoderation by gender.

5. The data presented in this paper were origirtalllected as part of an

experimental study of emotions and physiology. therpurposes of the experimental
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study, physiological measurements were taken imtme 2 laboratory session, and
couples were randomly assigned to have one memperess or reappraise his or her
emotions or to a control condition (Richards, Byt& Gross, 2003). Our present focus is
on individual differences rather than the effedtthe experimental manipulation, and

none of the effects reported in this paper intechetith experimental condition.
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Table 1

Overview of Design, Procedures, and Measures

Timepoint
(time since Time 1)  Procedure Major measures
Part 1
Time 1 Questionnaire packet Optimism, perceivegettp
relationship satisfaction
Part 2
Time 2 Laboratory-based conflict Positive conflict engagement
(1 week) conversation
Time 3 Post-conflict followup Conflict resolution
(2 weeks)
Part 3
Time 4 One-year followup Relationship status

(1 year)
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Table 2

Correlations, Means, and SDs for Main Measures fRams 1 and 2

MLOT MMQ MCSS MCONV MRES FLOT FMQ FCSS FCONV FRES
1. MLOT -

2. MMQ .36 -

3. MCSS 32 68 -

4. MCONV 19 44 49 -

5. MRES 21 42 40 46 -

6. FLOT 12 21 26 23 26 -

7. FMQ .09 41 50 51 33 26 -

8. FCSS 15 29 36 30 29 27 62 -

9. FCONV 16 46 41 71 49 30 49 31 -

10. FRES 23 25 26 40 48 32 23 32 43 -

Mean 66.2 81.4 80.4 0.0 5.0 66.8 79.1 82.1 0.0 5.5
SD 15.9 12.1 16.11 0.7 2.5 17.8 12.8 16.4 0.7 2.5

Note N = 108 couples. Effect sizes greater than .20igrefisant atp < .05. The first letter in the variable name irdés gender (M=male, F=female). LOT =
Life Orientation Test; MQ = Maintenance Question@aCSS = Couple Satisfaction Survey; CONV = pesigngagement in conflict conversation (average of
z-scored self- and partner-reports); RES = reswiutif conflict.
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Figure Caption
Figure 1.The full-mediation model for Part 2. Error variasare not shown; men’s and

women'’s error variances for the same measure Wiergesl to covary.
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