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Relationships with others enhance our psychological and physical well-being, so 

long as they are quality relationships. While quality relationships are likely to be 

preferred by all, this preference does not translate into reality. In the current research, I 

explore how people may contribute to their own relationship experiences—fostering 

beneficial or detrimental relational dynamics—through the goals driving their 

interactions with their relationship partner. Across two studies, I conducted a multi-

method investigation into the goals that people hold in their romantic relationships and 

how those goals affect perceptions of relationship quality and satisfaction. In Study 1, I 

conducted confirmatory factor analyses to determine whether the four relationship goals 

currently proposed in the literature—approach, avoidance, self-image, and 

compassionate goals—reflect four distinct constructs that uniquely predict perceptions 

of relationship quality. Results suggested that a three-goal model best fit the data, 

following the combination of approach and compassionate goals into one factor. 

Additionally, only use of approach-compassionate goals predicted perceptions of 

relationship quality. In Study 2, I conducted a two-week daily diary study to explore the 

effects of relationship goals on relationship satisfaction at the trait- and state-level. 
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Across both levels, use of approach–compassionate goals was associated with 

perceptions of greater relationship quality and satisfaction. Avoidance and self-image 

goals were unrelated to relationship outcomes. I discuss the implications of this 

research for the current literature on relationship goals, and how approach–

compassionate goals may be applied to mental health and couples counseling.  
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Relationship satisfaction and perceived relationship quality are linked with 

positive outcomes for relationship partners, and this association has implications for 

both psychological and physical health (e.g., Beach & O’Leary, 1993; Bersheid & Reis, 

1998; Gable & Impett, 2012). For instance, studies show that more—and higher 

quality—social connections predict better psychological well-being, physical health, and 

more rapid recovery from illness (Uchino, Cacioppo, & Kiecolt-Glaser, 1996). Put 

simply, better relationships have healthier partners. Nevertheless, even our most 

important relationships are not uniformly positive, and some relationships can bring 

distress and deterioration (Reblin, Uchino, & Smith, 2010; Uchino, 2013). Being socially 

disconnected or dissatisfied with one’s significant relationships is associated with a host 

of negative outcomes, including depression, anxiety, drug use, increased chances of 

contracting the common cold, decline in immune functioning, and increased risk of 

cardiac failure leading to death (Cohen, 2005; Eaker et al., 2007; Gable & Impett, 2012; 

Wilcox, Kasl, & Berkman, 1994). Recent meta-analyses suggest that poor or absent 

relations may be as strongly related to mortality as habitual smoking, lack of exercise, 

and obesity (Holt-Lundstad, Smith, & Layton, 2010). Reflecting on these findings, it is 

safe to assume that most relationship partners would prefer and benefit from satisfying, 

quality relationships. Such a preference begs the question: How do we create good 

relationships?  

The literature on personal relationship outcomes has primarily focused on two 

areas: (1) the influence of individual differences factors, including personality variables 

or attachment styles; or (2) the influence of characteristics of partner interactions, such 
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as self-disclosure behavior and responsiveness to the disclosure. This research builds 

on the central idea that humans have a fundamental need for social connections 

(Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Emmons, 1999; Klinger, 1977; Reis, Collins, & Berscheid, 

2000). Specifically, because close relationships are essential to our well-being, we are 

highly motivated to form them. Although the fundamental need to belong is a widely 

accepted tenet, surprisingly little research has examined the motivational component of 

relationship maintenance and continuity. Partners may be motivated to interact with 

their relationship partners to satisfy different goals, and those goals may differentially 

affect relationship outcomes—and ultimately well-being—for both partners. In the 

current research, I investigate the effects of such goals on one’s own perceptions of the 

relationship. 

Identifying Relationship Goals 

Investigations into relationship-focused goals fall into two programs of research: 

one focused on approach versus avoidance goals, and another focused on 

compassionate versus self-image goals. In the current research, I examine each of 

these four goals and their influence on positive or negative relationship outcomes. 

Following a brief overview of earlier work on social goals in general, I review both 

programs of goal research as they pertain to relationships.  

Prior Work on Social Goals 

Pioneering research on the motives underlying the fundamental need for social 

connection extensively focused on need for affiliation, which was characterized by goals 

shaped by feelings of insecurity, rejection, and fear of social isolation (Atkinson, Heyns, 

& Veroff, 1954; DeCharms, 1957; Shipley & Veroff, 1952). As conflicting results 

amassed (e.g., negative correlations between need for affiliation and one’s popularity 
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with others, vs. positive correlations with interest in garnering approval from others), two 

disparate motivational processes emerged: approach and avoidance goals for 

regulating one’s social behavior (e.g., Mehrabian, 1976). Need for affiliation drove 

approach goals, whereas fear of rejection drove avoidance goals (Mehrabian & 

Ksionzky, 1974; Russell & Mehrabian, 1978). Investigations into the influence of these 

motivational states on social outcome variables revealed that people with more 

approach goals evoked more positive judgments from others, whereas people with 

more avoidance goals evoked more negative evaluations.  

Although informative and influential, early undertakings predominantly 

characterized these goals as opposite ends of the same spectrum. This characterization 

allowed for labeling a person as an approacher or an avoider. More recent work 

characterizes approach and avoidance goals not as a bipolar continuum, but as two 

independent processes that can operate simultaneously (e.g., Gable, Reis, & Elliott, 

2003). That is, being motivated by approach goals does not necessitate the absence of 

avoidance goals, and both types of goals can be held simultaneously. 

Neurophysiological models of motivation (Gray, 1987) lend support to the idea of 

distinct processes. Specifically, independent approach (appetitive) and avoidance 

(aversive) systems were identified using electroencephalography (EEG). The behavioral 

approach system (BAS) is a neurophysiological pathway in the left prefrontal cortex that 

activates in response to reward-relevant cues. This approach-oriented system drives 

behavior in response to those cues. Alternatively, the behavioral inhibition system (BIS) 

is the avoidance-oriented neurophysiological system. The BIS is located in the right 

prefrontal cortex and activates based on cues of punishment (Carver & White, 1994; 
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see Elliot & Covington, 2001, for a review). Whereas both systems can be activated at 

any given time—or at the same time—people show individual differences in sensitivity 

to cues. In studies of self-relevant outcomes, people with more BAS activation (i.e., 

more sensitive BAS pathways) experienced more daily positive affect, reported greater 

subjective well-being, and had fewer depressive symptoms. Conversely, people with 

more BIS activation experienced more negative affect and less subjective well-being 

(Coats, Janoff-Bulman, & Alpert, 1996; Elliott, Sheldon, & Church, 1997).   

The neuropsychological evidence for separate motivational systems has 

translated into research on personal relationships, which I review in the following 

sections. One remaining conflict in the earlier literature, however, surrounds the 

temporal nature of people’s goals. In most research, one’s motivations are seen as 

moderately stable traits. Thus, people classified as “approachers,” or people sensitive to 

cues of reward, were thought to hold more approach goals across contexts. Research 

building off these ideas shows differences in measuring dispositional (trait) goals versus 

more short-term or fluctuating (state) goals (Brunstein, 1993; Cantor, 1994; Elliott, 1997; 

Emmons, 1986). The research reviewed in the following sections, and the current 

project, assesses both trait- and state-level goals to ensure a more complete 

understanding of the effects of goals on relationship outcomes. 

Avoidance and Approach Goals in Relationships 

In the context of personal relationships, approach goals focus on obtaining 

positive outcomes, such as increased feelings of intimacy. In contrast, avoidance goals 

focus on evading negative outcomes, such as conflict or disapproval (Impett, Gable, & 

Peplau, 2005). Gable and others have applied this motivational perspective to 

relationship maintenance—particularly factors that are helpful or harmful—and to 
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broader relationship outcomes to better understand how partners may create positive or 

negative relationship experiences. 

In one study of maintenance behavior, researchers applied the approach and 

avoidance framework to sacrifice in personal relationships (Impett, Gable, & Peplau, 

2005). Sacrificing, or forgoing one’s own self-interest for a partner or relationship 

continuity, is associated with a host of opposing consequences. In studies of dating or 

married couples, sacrificing for one’s partner increased levels of trust (Wieselquist, 

Rusbult, Foster, & Agnew, 1999). Observations from couples therapy has suggested 

that sacrificing is more harmful than helpful, with “sacrificers” reporting decreased 

relationship satisfaction and feelings of a loss of self (Cramer, 2002; Jack & Dill, 1992). 

To determine how sacrificing leads to good or bad outcomes, Impett et al. (2005) 

gathered the goals behind sacrificial behaviors in couples. In both a single-session and 

a two-week daily diary study, the authors collected specific examples of sacrificing 

behavior in participants’ relationships and the goals behind those sacrifices. Results 

suggested that sacrificing was beneficial when motivated by approach goals. People 

driven to sacrifice by more approach goals experienced more positive affect, life 

satisfaction, relationship quality, and less conflict. Approach-oriented sacrificers also 

experienced an increased likelihood of remaining in their relationship one month later. 

Sacrifices driven by avoidance goals corresponded with negative affect, lower life 

satisfaction, lower relationship quality, and more conflict with one’s partner. Additionally, 

when describing times their partner sacrificed for them, participants reported less well-

being and relationship satisfaction in response to behaviors seemingly motivated by 

avoidance goals.  
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Following these findings, researchers investigated motivational influences on 

sexual behavior between relationship partners, because such behavior has the potential 

to bring disparate results (Impett, Peplau, & Gable, 2005). In a two-week daily diary 

study, the authors collected information on daily sexual interactions, motives for 

engaging in these interactions, and personal and interpersonal outcomes. As in the 

study of sacrifices, partners who were driven to have sex with their partners by 

approach goals reported more positive affect, life satisfaction, relationship satisfaction, 

fun, and less conflict. When driven by avoidance goals, however, partners experienced 

more negative affect, less satisfaction with life and the relationship, and more conflict. 

Taken together, these findings suggest that relationship partners may create positive 

relationship environments through approach-driven behaviors, whereas avoidance-

driven behaviors may do more harm than good. 

Drawing from these findings, Gable (2006) more thoroughly examined approach 

and avoidance goals as driving forces behind relationship outcomes over time. Across 

three studies, participants reported their chronic and proximate romantic and social 

goals, which were content-coded as approach- or avoidance-oriented. The researchers 

measured relationship outcomes at two time points. Results suggested that a partner’s 

goals predicted relationship outcomes over time. Both chronic and proximate approach-

oriented goals predicted positive relationship outcomes over time, whereas avoidance-

oriented goals were associated with increased anxiety, negative attitudes toward the 

relationship, loneliness and conflict over time. Partners with tendencies toward 

approach goals successfully fostered a positive relationship dynamic, but perhaps more 



 

17 

interestingly, partners with stronger or more frequent avoidance goals created the exact 

environment they wished to avoid (Gable & Impett, 2012).  . 

Compassionate and Self-Image Goals in Relationships 

In a separate line of research, Crocker and colleagues (2008) argue that 

examining relationship goals in terms of approaching desired end states and avoiding 

undesired ones appears to be linked only to the actor’s affect or well-being and does not 

consider that one may have goals that also include a partner’s affect and well-being. 

Instead, the researchers focus on self-image and compassionate goals, and believe 

these goals reflect a difference in one’s perspective of others in relation to the self 

(Crocker, Canevello, Breines, & Flynn, 2010). Self-image goals are egoistic or 

egocentric motivations. People driven by self-image goals wish to maintain and validate 

desired conceptions of the self, and thus engage with others to reap the benefits to the 

self. Alternatively, compassionate goals involve a focus on the partner and the 

relationship. People driven by compassionate goals wish to have partner interactions 

that are mutually beneficial, satisfy the needs of both partners, and avoid harming their 

partner (Crocker & Canevello, 2008).   

In their initial examination of self-image and compassionate goals affecting 

relationship functioning, Crocker and Canevello (2008) examined the impact of these 

divergent goals on social support in same-sex roommate dyads entering their first 

semester of college with no prior relation to one another. The researchers observed 

their roommate dyads longitudinally to assess the impact of both trait-level goals and 

more momentary fluctuations of goals on a newly emerging support system between the 

partners. Across time, more compassionate goals held by the roommates predicted 

increases in social support received, social support given, and trust, but only if self-
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image goals were infrequent. Roommates with more self-image goals—even if they also 

held compassionate goals—received less support from, and were also perceived to give 

less support to, their roommate. As support is associated with better physical and 

psychological health, it seems that roommates with more compassionate and less self-

image goals fostered an environment that provided valuable benefits to both partners. 

Roommates with more self-image goals, however, appeared to create a potentially 

detrimental environment for both partners.  

Building on the initial investigation, Canevello and Crocker (2010) sought to 

pinpoint the mechanism between a relationship partner’s goals and relationship quality. 

Specifically, the authors examined responsiveness as a function of self-image or 

compassionate goals. Responsiveness is defined as supporting, understanding, and 

valuing important aspects of a partner, and includes an emotional component, a 

psychological component, or both. Research shows that people who perceive their 

relationship partner to be responsive to their needs feel closer, more satisfied, and more 

committed to their relationship.  

For the actor, self-image or compassionate goals can affect responsiveness in 

two ways. First, the goals may affect the actor’s responsiveness, which the actor then 

projects onto the relationship partner. Lemay and colleagues (2007, 2008) have found 

that relationship partners do contribute to their own relationship experiences in this way. 

Second, the actor’s goals can influence their responsiveness to their partner, which may 

in turn affect the partner’s responsiveness. The influence of an actor’s goal on both 

partners’ perceptions reflects a transactional process within the relationship (Reis & 

Shaver, 1988). Across two studies, Canevello and Crocker (2010) again followed same-
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sex roommate dyads entering their first year of college. Results suggested that goals 

influenced the actor’s level of responsiveness, which in turn influenced both the actor’s 

and the partner’s perceptions of responsiveness and their subsequent goals. More 

generally, roommates with compassionate goals became more responsive over time 

and their roommate perceived them as such. They also perceived their roommate to be 

more responsive, and their roommate reported increases in their own responsive 

behavior. The increase in responsiveness given and received corresponded with 

adopting more compassionate goals, perpetuating an environment of support and 

understanding. 

Roommates with more self-image goals created a less enticing environment. 

They became less responsive over time and were perceived as such. Their roommate 

also became less responsive, and was perceived as such. This decreased level of 

responsiveness did not perpetuate further self-image goals, but corresponded with a 

marked decline in compassionate goals in both partners, thus prohibiting any growth in 

responsiveness and creating a “downward spiral.”  

Overview of the Current Research 

To date, I know of no research that has examined all four goals (i.e., approach, 

avoid, self-image, and compassionate) simultaneously to determine possible overlap, 

and to determine which goals are most effective at explaining and predicting positive 

versus negative relationship outcomes. Because relationship outcomes weigh heavily 

on the psychological and physical well-being of partners, it is important to better 

understand individual differences in goal orientations and how each type of goal 

uniquely contributes to relationship outcomes. The current research examines these 

contributions. Across two studies, I expand prior work on the motivational aspect of 
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romantic relationships, further investigating how partners create relationship outcomes 

for themselves through their goals. In the following sections, I outline both studies and 

their results. Last, I provide a general discussion and limitations of the current work. For 

the current research, I developed four focused hypotheses:  

1. Each of the four goals (i.e., avoidance, approach, self-image, compassionate) will 
represent four separate constructs (Study 1). 

2. Each of the four goals will uniquely relate to relationship outcomes (Study 1). 

3. Relationship goals will relate to relationship outcomes at the trait level (Study 2). 

4. Relationship goals will relate to relationship outcomes at the state level (Study 2).  
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CHAPTER 2 
STUDY 1: EXAMINING GOAL STRUCTURE 

The purpose of Study 1 is to determine whether the four goals (i.e., approach, 

avoidance, self-image, compassionate) represent distinct constructs, and whether they 

uniquely predict relationship outcomes. 

Method 

Participants and Procedure 

Participants (N = 363; 123 men, 240 women) were recruited from the University 

of Florida Psychology Department’s participant pool prescreening questionnaire (n = 

212), and Amazon.com’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk; n = 151). The UF Psychology 

Department’s participant pool prescreening questionnaire is administered to all 

Introductory Psychology students at the beginning of each semester as part of their 

course requirements. MTurk participants completed the measures via the MTurk 

interface and were paid 26¢ upon completion.  

Age ranged from 18 to 66 years (M = 24.1, SD = 9.8). The majority of participants 

were White or Caucasian (62.4%), followed by Hispanic or Latino (10.2%), Asian or 

Pacific Islander (8.2%), Black or African-American (7.7%), biracial or multiethnic (6.0%), 

Arab or Middle Eastern (0.6%), and 4.9% identified as “Other.” 

Participants were required to be in a monogamous romantic relationship to 

participate. Due to measurement restrictions in the prescreening questionnaire, I 

assessed relationship length categorically: 40.8% had been in their relationship for more 

than two years, 20.1% for one to two years, 16.3% for six months to one year, 12.7% for 

three to six months, 5.8% for one to two months, 2.8% for two to four weeks, and 1.7% 

for less than two weeks. The sample’s sexual orientation was as follows: 88.4% were 
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exclusively heterosexual; 4.7% were predominantly heterosexual, only incidentally 

homosexual; 2.2% were predominantly heterosexual, but more than incidentally 

homosexual; 1.7% were equally heterosexual and homosexual; .3% were 

predominantly homosexual, but more than incidentally heterosexual; .3% were 

predominantly homosexual, only incidentally heterosexual; 1.9% were exclusively 

homosexual; and .6% identified as non-sexual. Distribution of sexual orientation was 

similar in both the SONA and MTurk samples.  

Measures 

First, participants completed the Informed Consent (see Appendix A) and a 

demographic questionnaire (i.e., age, sex, sexual orientation, relationship length). Next, 

participants reported on their chronic approach and avoidance goals with an 8-item 

measure that was developed for relationships more generally (Elliot, Gable, & Mapes, 

2006), but has been adapted for romantic relationships by Gable (2006; see Appendix 

B). Approach items include, “In general, I try to deepen my relationship with my 

romantic partner.” Avoidance items include, “In general, I try to make sure nothing bad 

happens in my romantic relationship.” Participants responded using seven-point scales 

(1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). I averaged the items to create approach (α = 

.88) and avoidance scales (α = .79).  

Participants reported on their self-image and compassionate goals using a 14-

item measure developed by Canevello and Crocker (2010), adapted for romantic 

relationships (from roommate relationships; see Appendix C). The measure assesses 

self-image goals with seven items including, “In my relationship with my partner, I 

want/try to… avoid showing my weaknesses.” The measure assesses compassionate 

goals with seven items including “In my relationship with my partner, I want/try to… 
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have compassion for my partner’s mistakes and weaknesses.” Participants responded 

using seven-point scales (1 = not at all, 7 = extremely). I averaged the items to create 

self-image (α = .72) and compassionate scales (α = .91).   

Last, participants completed the outcome measure, the Perceived Relationship 

Quality Component Inventory (PRQC; Fletcher, Simpson, & Thomas, 2000; Appendix 

D). The PRQC (overall α = .96) is an 18-item inventory that  includes assesses 

perception of relationship quality across six dimensions: relationship satisfaction (α = 

.97; e.g., “How satisfied are you with your relationship?”), commitment (α = .96; e.g., 

“How committed are you to your relationship?”), intimacy (α = .88; e.g., “How close is 

your relationship?”), trust (α = .90; e.g., “How much do you trust your partner?”), 

passion (α = .83; e.g., “How passionate is your relationship?”), and love (α = .95; “How 

much do you love your partner?”). Participants responded using 7-point Likert scales (1 

= not at all, 7 = extremely). Descriptive statistics and zero-order correlations for all 

Study 1 measures are presented in Table 2-1 and 2-2, respectively. 

Table 2-1. Descriptive statistics for Study 1 

 Overall Sample SONA Sample MTurk Sample 

Variable Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Age 24.12 9.75 18.65 1.05 31.76 11.25 
Approach 5.93 1.06 5.91 1.00 5.97 1.14 
Avoid 5.28 1.27 5.14 1.33 5.48 1.15 
Self-image 6.01 0.95 4.18 0.92 4.45 1.07 
Compassionate 4.29 0.99 6.01 0.97 6.00 0.93 
PRQC composite 5.90 1.07 5.92 0.99 5.87 1.17 
PRQC satisfaction 5.80 1.33 5.78 1.35 5.81 1.32 
PRQC 
commitment 

6.19 1.25 6.16 1.27 6.24 1.23 

PRQC intimacy 6.03 1.13 6.11 1.04 5.91 1.23 
PRQC trust 6.00 1.21 6.03 1.20 5.96 1.22 
PRQC passion 5.26 1.44 5.30 1.35 5.20 1.57 
PRQC love 6.09 1.31 6.08 1.29 6.09 1.34 
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Table 2-2. Zero-order correlations for Study 1 

 Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

1. Age —               
2. Sex -.05 —              
3. Sexual 

orientation 
.36** -.03 —             

4. Relationship 
length 

.37** -.04 .00 —            

5. Approach .00 -.02 .02 .05 —           
6. Avoid .10 -.05 -.08 .03 .47** —          
7. Compassionate .02 .01 -.04 -.03 .80** .51** —         
8. Self-image .03 -.06 -.02 .01 .10 .36** .08 —        
9. PRQC 

composite 
-.05 -.06 -.03 .04 .67** .26** .60** -.06 —       

10. PRQC 
satisfaction 

-.01 -.05 -.03 -.06 .59** .25** .54** -.06 .89** —      

11. PRQC 
commitment 

.03 .00 .04 .11* .63** .26** .56** -.05 .85** .76** —     

12. PRQC intimacy -.10 -.05 -.04 .03 .62** .20** .55** -.06 .91** .77** .72** —    
13. PRQC trust -.01 -.09 -.08 .48** .48** .17** .48** -.08 .80** .72** .57** .70** —   
14. PRQC passion -.14** -.10 -.03 .43** .43** .13* .31** -.02 .72** .51** .44** .68** .43** —  
15. PRQC love .00 -.01 -.02 .67** .66** .31** .60** -.03 .87** .71** .81** .75** .61** .50** -- 

Note. **p < .01, *p < .05.
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Results 

Factor Structure 

I conducted confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) on the four trait goals (i.e., 

avoidance, approach, self-image, and compassionate) to determine whether they 

represent four unique constructs. The fit of the four-factor model was poor: 2(203) = 

932.1, p < .001; CFI = .84, TLI = .82; RMSEA = .099, 90% CI [.093, .106], pclose < 

.001; SRMR = .128 (Figure 2-1a). The poor fit was largely due to the self-image factor’s 

low correlations with the other three factors (rs = -.08, .30, and -.07 for approach, 

avoidance, and compassion, respectively). In contrast, the correlations among the other 

three factors were .54 (approach–avoidance), .92 (approach–compassion), and .57 

(avoidance–compassion). Because of this pattern, I removed the self-image factor and 

items and conducted a second CFA using the remaining three factors. Model fit was 

acceptable: 2(87) = 328.2, p < .001; CFI = .93, TLI = .92; RMSEA = .087, 90% CI 

[.077, .098], pclose < .001; SRMR = .062 (Figure 2-1a). 

Next, because the approach and compassionate factors were highly correlated, I 

conducted a hierarchical three-factor CFA (again without the self-image factor) with a 

second-order approach–compassionate factor. Model fit was acceptable and identical to 

that of the three-factor model described above (Figure 2-1b).  

Last, I conducted an additional CFA to determine whether a one-factor model 

would fit the data better than either the three-factor or hierarchical models. Model fit was 

poor: 2(90) = 633.0, p < .001; CFI = .84, TLI = .82; RMSEA = .129, 90% CI [.120, 

0.138], pclose < .001; SRMS = .078 (Figure 2-1c). Moreover, the three-factor and 
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hierarchical model fit the data significantly better than the one-factor model, 2(3) = 

304.8, p < .001. 

Given these CFAs and the pattern of correlations among the four constructs, I 

chose to combine the approach and compassionate scales. I did this by standardizing 

(z-scoring) the approach and compassionate scales and calculating their average. I 

used standardized (vs. raw) scores to equate for differences in variance and numbers of 

items across the two component scales. This procedure ensured that the combined 

measure—approach–compassionate goals—contained an equal weighting of both 

approach and compassionate scales. 

Multiple Regression   

To examine whether the factors uniquely predicted scores on the PRQC and thus 

uniquely predicted perceptions of relationship quality, I conducted seven regressions, 

one for each of the six PRQC subscales and its composite. The predictor variables in 

each regression were the approach–compassionate, avoidance, and self-image factors. 

Results for each regression appear in Table 2-3. Each regression revealed the same 

pattern: approach–compassionate goals were positively and significantly associated 

with higher scores on the PRQC and its subscales. Avoidance and self-image goals 

were not related to scores on the PRQC or any of its subscales, except for the Intimacy 

subscale, where avoidance goals were negatively associated with feelings of intimacy 

(b = -0.15, t(358) = -2.67, p < .01, rp = .14).  
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Figure 2-1. Schematic confirmatory factor analysis models for Study 1.  

Individual items, errors, and loading have been omitted for greater clarity. Panel a 

shows the four- (solid and dotted lines) and three- (solid lines) factor models. Panel b 

shows the hierarchical or second-order-factor model. Panel c shows the one-factor 

model, in which the 15 items load onto a global goals factor. 
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Table 2-3. Approach–Compassionate, Avoidance, and Self-Image goals predicting 
perceived relationship quality in Study 1 

 Goals 

 Approach–
Compassionate 

 
Avoidance 

 
Self-image 

Variable b t358 rp b t358 rp b t358 rp 

PRQC composite 0.82 17.28*** .67 -0.08 -1.74 -.09 -0.07 -1.62 -.08 
Satisfaction 
subscale 

0.88 13.09*** .57 -0.04 -0.59 -.03 -0.11 -1.92 -.10 

Commitment 
subscale 

0.88 14.65*** .62 -0.07 -1.06 -.06 -0.07 -1.40 -.07 

Intimacy subscale 0.83 15.39*** .63 -0.15 -2.67** -.14 -0.06 -1.21 -.06 
Trust subscale 0.72 11.16*** .51 -0.11 -1.61 -.08 -0.08 -1.42 -.07 
Passion subscale 0.67   7.92*** .39 -0.13 -1.49 -.08 -0.01 -0.17 -.01 
Love subscale 0.93 15.27*** .63 -0.00 -0.03  .00 -0.08 -1.47 -.08 

Note. ***p<.001, **p<.01 
 

Next, I examined the effect of relationship length as a moderator of the 

association between relationship goals and perceptions of relationship quality. Longer 

relationships were characterized by more commitment (b = 0.02, t(354) = 3.04, p < .01, 

rp = .16) and love (b = 0.02, t(354) = 4.39, p < .001, rp = .23). No significant interactions 

emerged (all ps > .08).  

On an exploratory basis, I also examined sample differences as moderators in 

the association of relationship goals on relationship satisfaction in all seven regressions. 

Out of 21 tests (i.e., three interactions multiplied by seven dependent variables), only 

one was significant. The relationship between approach-compassionate goals and the 

Passion subscale was moderated by sample differences (b = 0.39, t(352) = 2.26, p < 

.05, rp = .12). The association between approach–compassionate goals and 

relationship satisfaction was positive for both samples, but significantly more positive for 

participants recruited from MTurk. Overall, because only 1 of 21 interaction effects was 

significant (which would be expected by chance), the effects were remarkably 

consistent across samples.   
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Discussion 

The results of Study 1 showed differences in goal structure and in the 

effectiveness of each goal in predicting relationship outcomes. Specifically, CFAs 

showed that treating approach, avoidance, self-image, and compassionate goals as four 

unique constructs provided a poor reflection of the underlying data. The self-image goal 

items did not form a cohesive factor, and the self-image factor was not highly correlated 

with the others. Thus, the self-image factor was removed from the measurement model. 

The resulting three-factor and hierarchical models provided a better fit to the underlying 

data, and the hierarchical model suggested that the approach and compassionate 

scales could be combined to create an approach–compassionate second-order factor.  

Although the self-image factor was not included in the model of best fit, I 

examined whether the self-image factor—along with the approach–compassionate and 

avoidance factors—was associated with perceptions of relationship quality, as 

measured by the PRQC composite and its six subscales. Multiple regression results 

suggested that positive relationship outcomes are most closely associated with the 

approach–compassionate factor. The avoidance factor was not associated with most 

relationship outcomes, but was negatively associated with feelings of intimacy toward 

one’s romantic partner. The self-image factor did not predict any relationship outcomes. 

In sum, results for Hypothesis 1 were mixed. On the one hand, all four goals could not 

be subsumed by a single factor; on the other hand, the approach and compassionate 

goals correlated so highly that they were best combined into a single measure. Thus, 

the results refute prior literature suggesting that each of the four goals is a unique 

construct. Regarding Hypothesis 2, each of the goals did not independently predict 
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perceptions of relationship quality. Indeed, only the approach–compassionate 

composite measure related positively and significantly to the relationship outcomes.  
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CHAPTER 3 
STUDY 2: GOAL EFFECTS ON RELATIONSHIP OUTCOMES 

In Study 2, I examined the extent to which the three relationship goals extracted 

from Study 1 predicted state- and trait-level relationship outcomes.   

Method 

Participants 

I recruited participants who were currently in a romantic relationship (N = 128; 76 

men, 52 women) from the University of Florida Psychology Department’s participant 

pool. Participants received partial course credit for their participation (i.e., 8 participant 

pool credits). Age ranged from 18 to 29 years (M = 19.0, SD = 1.5). The majority of the 

sample identified as White/Caucasian (65.4%), followed by Hispanic/Latino (13.5%), 

Asian/South Pacific Islander (12.5%), Biracial/Multiethnic (5.8%), Black/African-

American (1.9%), and 1% identified as “Other.” The sample’s sexual orientation was as 

follows: 94.2% were exclusively heterosexual; 1.0% were predominantly heterosexual, 

only incidentally homosexual; 1.9% were predominantly heterosexual, but more than 

incidentally homosexual; 1.0% were predominantly homosexual, but more than 

incidentally heterosexual; 1.0% were predominantly homosexual, only incidentally 

heterosexual; and 1.0% were exclusively homosexual. Participants were required to be 

in a committed romantic relationship to partake in the study. Relationship length ranged 

from two weeks to 5.7 years (M = 1.4 years, SD = 1.3). Median relationship length was 

11 months. 

To increase validity of results, I included only those participants (82%) who 

completed at least half (7 of 14) of the daily surveys in the analyses below. I examined 

differences between participants with fewer than seven days versus seven or more days 



 

32 

by conducting independent-samples t-tests on 23 pretest trait-level variables, including 

all relationship goals and subscales of the PRQC, as well as each covariate listed 

below. Only one test reached significance. Scores on the Passion subscale of the 

PRQC were higher for those who did not complete at least seven days (M = 5.75, SD = 

1.03) than for those who completed seven or more days (M = 5.11, SD = 1.26), t(125) = 

2.27, p < .05, d = 0.41. Given that I tested 23 variables using an alpha level of .05, 

however, it is unsurprising that at least one test reached significance. Overall, there was 

little evidence of differences between these two groups of participants. Thus, the 

sample for all further analyses included 105 participants (59 men and 46 women) with a 

total of 1,424 daily measurements. 

Procedure 

Participants first attended an in-lab instruction session where they completed 

their informed consent form (see Appendix E) and pretest measures (described below). 

Between pretest and posttest, participants were queried daily for two weeks. Previous 

daily diary studies of relationship goals suggests that 14 days is sufficient for observing 

effects of relationship goals on relationship outcomes (e.g., Impett et al., 2010). 

Participants received their daily surveys at 7 p.m., and were required to complete the 

survey each night before bed. Following the two-week period, participants received a 

link to the posttest measure via email. They were debriefed upon completion. If a 

participant did not complete the posttest survey within two days, they received a 

reminder email. If the participant did not complete the posttest within a week, he or she 

received the debriefing and course credit was applied. 
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Pretest and Posttest Measures 

At pretest, participants completed a demographics questionnaire (e.g., age, sex, 

and sexual orientation, partner’s age and sex, relationship length). Next, they completed 

measures of covariates that have been related to goal use in prior research. For 

instance, participants completed measures of psychological entitlement and attachment 

style because entitlement and avoidant attachment have been shown to be negatively 

associated with compassionate goal use (Crocker & Canevello, 2008). They completed 

measures of personality because agreeableness and extraversion have been positively 

associated with compassionate goal use (Crocker & Canevello, 2008). Last, they 

reported on their rejection sensitivity, as this sensitivity has previously been linked with 

less approach goal use and more avoidance goal use (Gable, 2006; see Appendix F for 

covariates). Participants completed measures of trait-level relationship goals and 

outcomes at both pretest and posttest. Unless noted otherwise, participants responded 

using 7-point Likert scales (1 = disagree strongly, 7 = agree strongly) for all measures. 

Participants completed the Psychological Entitlement Scale (Campbell, Bonacci, 

Shelton, Exline, & Bushman, 2004; α = .86) to assess the extent to which they feel their 

own needs are more important than the needs of others. Example items include, 

“Things should go my way.”  

Participants completed the 36-item Experiences in Close Relationships 

Questionnaire-Revised (ECR-R; Fraley, Waller, & Brennan, 2000) to assess attachment 

style. The ECR-R measures anxious attachment (α = .91; e.g., “I often worry that my 

partner doesn’t really love me”) and avoidant attachment (α = .94; e.g., “I get 

uncomfortable when a romantic partner wants to get very close”). 
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Participants completed the Big Five Inventory (BFI; John, Naumann, & Soto, 

2008) to assess personality across five dimensions. This 44-item assessment includes 

subscales measuring each of the Big Five factors: extraversion (α = .87), agreeableness 

(α = .76), conscientiousness (α = .81), neuroticism (α = .80), and openness to 

experience (α = .84).  

Participants completed the 18-item Rejection Sensitivity Questionnaire (RSQ; 

Downey & Feldman, 1996; α = .87) to assess their sensitivity to rejection in social 

contexts. Example items include “You ask someone in class if you can borrow his/her 

notes” and “You ask your boyfriend/girlfriend to move in with you.” Participants indicated 

how concerning each situation would be to them on a 7-point scale (1 = very 

unconcerned to 7 = very concerned). 

At both pretest and posttest, participants completed the Perceived Relationship 

Quality Component Inventory (PRQC; Fletcher, Simpson, & Thomas, 2000; pretest αs = 

.69 to .94, posttest αs = .79 to .96) administered in Study 1. The PRQC (αpretest = .92, 

αposttest = .95) assesses perceptions of relationship quality across six dimensions: 

relationship satisfaction (αs = .93, .96), commitment (αs = .94, .95), intimacy (αs = .69, 

.87), trust (αs = .73, .82), passion (αs = .79, .79), and love (αs = .84, .88). Additionally, 

participants completed the Inclusion of Other in the Self Scale (IOS; Aron, Aron, & 

Smollan, 1992; see Appendix G). The IOS assesses the degree to which romantic 

partners are included in one’s self-concept through the presentation of seven 

increasingly overlapping Venn diagrams. Last, using the 8- and 14-item measures used 

in Study 1, I assessed trait-level goals at pretest and posttest: approach (αs = .83, .89), 

avoidance αs = .68, .75), self-image (αs = .69, .85), and compassionate (αs = .76, .88).  
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Daily Measures 

I assessed state-level relationship goals with the same measures given at pretest 

and posttest, modified for short-term administration as in previous daily diary studies of 

relationship goals (e.g., Crocker & Canevello, 2010; Impett et al., 2010; approach α = 

.91, avoidance α = .79, self-image α = .82, compassionate α = .92). For instance, “In 

general, I try to deepen my relationship with my romantic partner” was changed to 

“Today, I tried to deepen my relationship with my romantic partner.”  

I assessed daily relationship satisfaction and closeness with two items taken 

from Impett et al.’s (2010) daily diary method, and with the IOS (Aron, Aron, & Smollan, 

1992). Participants were asked, “How satisfied with your relationship were you today?” 

and, “How close is your relationship with your partner today?” Participants responded 

using seven-point scales (1 = not at all, 7 = extremely). These three items assessing 

daily satisfaction were combined into a composite satisfaction variable for analyses (α = 

.89).  

Additionally, I assessed daily mood with the 10-item International Positive and 

Negative Affect Schedule Short-Form (Thompson, 2007; Appendix H). Participants 

indicated whether or not they experienced each of the ten mood using a seven-point 

scale (1 = not at all, 7 = very). Five of the items compose the positive affect subscale 

(e.g., “active” and “inspired;” α = .85, M = 4.12, SD = 1.29), and five compose the 

negative affect subscale (e.g., “upset” and “nervous;” α = .86, M = 2.33, SD = 1.28). 

Results 

Variance Decomposition and State-Trait Convergent Validity 

A substantial amount of variability in relationship goal use and relationship 

satisfaction existed at the between- and within-person levels (Table 3-1). The same 
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measures of relationship goals were given at both the state- and trait-levels, which 

allowed for testing convergent validity. Trait-level measurements were significantly 

correlated with each of their respective state measures, showing cross-level convergent 

validity. 

Table 3-1. Variance decomposition for Level 1 and 2 variables in Study 2 

 Variance Proportion Validity statistics 

Variable Level 1 Level 
2 

Level 1 Level 
2 

r b t(97) p 

Relationship 
satisfaction 

0.80 1.29 .38 .62 – – – – 

Goals         
   Approach 1.10 1.21 .48 .52 .60 0.81 6.15 < .001 
   Avoid 0.76 1.24 .38 .62 .48 0.53 5.30 < .001 
   Self-image 0.57 0.96 .37 .63 .47 0.47 5.15 < .001 
   Compassionate 0.63 1.14 .36 .64 .58 0.93 8.40 < .001 

Note. N = 105 with 1,424 daily assessments. See Nezlek & Gable, 2001; Nezlek & 
Plesko, 2001.  
 

Trait-Level Relationship Goals Predicting Relationship Outcomes 

To determine whether trait-level goals and trait-level perceptions of relationship 

quality were stable across time, I conducted paired-samples t-tests with the pretest and 

posttest measures of each goal and relationship outcome. Scores on the PRQC 

composite and five PRQC subscales were consistent across both measurements, 

indicating no significant change from Time 1 to Time 2 (ts[99] = -0.55 to 1.65, ps > .10), 

although scores on the Trust subscale did show a significant increase at posttest (t[99] 

= 2.96, p < .01). Use of avoidance and self-image goals decreased from pretest to 

posttest (t[99] = 5.76, p < .001 and t[99] = 5.88, p < .001 respectively), but use of 

approach-compassionate goals held across both time points (t[99] = 0.14, p = .89). 

Descriptive statistics for trait level relationship goals, perceptions of relationship quality, 
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and covariates are presented in Table 3-2.  Zero-order correlations for all trait-level and 

state-level variables appear in Table 3-3.  

To determine whether relationship goals predict relationship outcomes at the 

trait-level, I examined the association between pretest goals and pretest outcomes, as 

well as the association between pretest goals and posttest outcomes. For each set of 

analyses, I conducted seven regressions. Pretest measures of approach–

compassionate, avoidance, and self-image goals served as predictor variables in each 

regression. The criterion variables were the composite PRQC scale, and each of the six 

PRQC subscales, measured at either pretest or posttest. Additionally, when examining 

posttest relationship outcomes, I entered the pretest measure of each criterion variable 

to control for baseline levels of each outcome. For instance, I entered the pretest 

measure of PRQC relationship satisfaction to control for baseline levels when predicting 

posttest relationship satisfaction.  

The association between pretest goals and outcomes were straightforward: 

across all seven regressions, greater use of approach–compassionate goals were 

associated with higher scores on the relationship outcome measures at pretest. Use of 

avoidance or self-image goals was not associated with relationship outcomes at pretest. 

Regression results for the effect of pretest goals on pretest outcomes are presented in 

Table 3-4.  
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Table 3-2. Descriptive statistics for trait level measures in Study 2 

Variable α Mean SD 

Age (years) –  19.00 1.50 
Relationship length (years) – 1.40 1.30 
Pretest    
   Approach goals .83 6.00 0.82 
   Avoidance goals .68 5.46 1.03 
   Self-image goals .69 4.50 0.97 
   Compassionate goals .76 5.99 0.69 
   PRQC composite .92 5.93 0.72 
   PRQC satisfaction .93 5.91 1.00 
   PRQC commitment .94 6.14 1.02 
   PRQC intimacy .69 5.99 0.86 
   PRQC trust .73 6.23 0.75 
   PRQC passion .79 5.11 1.26 
   PRQC love .84 6.18 0.85 
   Psychological entitlement .86 3.02 1.17 
   Anxious attachment .91 2.80 1.14 
   Avoidant attachment .94 2.40 1.03 
   Extraversion .87 4.33 1.21 
   Agreeableness .76 5.26 0.86 
   Conscientiousness .81 4.87 0.89 
   Openness to experience .84 4.75 0.99 
   Neuroticism .80 3.92 1.03 
   Rejection sensitivity .87 3.77 0.96 
    
Posttest    
   Approach goals .89 5.78 0.97 
   Avoidance goals .75 4.88 1.22 
   Self-image goals .85 3.83 1.24 
   Compassionate goals .88 5.76 0.89 
   PRQC composite .95 5.85 0.95 
   PRQC satisfaction .96 5.92 1.19 
   PRQC commitment .95 6.09 1.17 
   PRQC intimacy .87 5.86 1.11 
   PRQC trust .82 5.98 0.97 
   PRQC passion .79 5.16 1.31 
   PRQC love .88 6.05 1.07 
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Table 3-3. Zero-order correlations for all variables used in Study 2 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Demographics        
   1. Age –       
   2. Sex -.22* –      
   3. Ethnicity -.05 -.15 –     
   4. Sexual orientation -.02  .08  .07 –    
   5. Relationship length  .14  .11  .04 -.03 –   
Time 1 variables         
   6. Approach–compassionate -.37**  .14  .08  .18 -.17 –  
   7. Avoidance   -.07 -.14  .02 -.02 -.04  .32** – 
   8. Self-image    .07 -.11 -.12 -.01  .16 -.14  .38** 
   9. PRQC -.27**  .16  .13  .06  .10  .65**  .16 
   10. PRQC satisfaction -.05 -.01  .12  .00  .00  .46**  .22* 
   11. PRQC commitment -.06  .04  .08 -.01  .12  .49**  .18 
   12. PRQC intimacy -.37**  .17  .12  .03  .11  .63**  .10 
   13. PRQC trust -.16  .10  .15  .05  .03  .38**  .08 
   14. PRQC passion -.29**  .19  .05  .16 -.01  .39** -.01 
   15. PRQC love -.24*  .20*  .09 -.01  .24*  .60**  .17 
Time 2 variables        
   16. Approach–compassionate  -.11  .06  .20  .01 -.07  .66**  .18 
   17. Avoidance   .01 -.26**  .01 -.19 -.05  .12  .59** 
   18. Self-image   .16 -.23* -.21* -.07 -.03 -.13  .22* 
   19. PRQC -.09  .13  .13  .10  .01  .56**  .07 
   20. PRQC Satisfaction -.01  .05  .13  .04  .01  .51**  .12 
   21. PRQC Commitment -.02  .08  .08  .10  .00  .47**  .08 
   22. PRQC Intimacy -.15  .16  .13  .04 -.02  .55**  .03 
   23. PRQC Trust -.04 -.02  .19  .07  .05  .32**  .02 
   24. PRQC Passion -.17  .21*  .04  .18 -.08  .39** -.04 
   25. PRQC Love -.08  .13  .08  .04  .12  .57**  .14 
Covariates         
   26. Psychological entitlement  .15 -.15 -.10 -.07  .19 -.18 -.05 
   27. Anxious attachment  .14 -.09 -.18  .11 -.23* -.06  .12 
   28. Avoidant attachment  .29** -.20* -.29** -.11 -.03 -.53** -.06 
   29. Extraversion -.26**  .08  .08  .16  .06  .19  .06 
   30. Agreeableness -.08 -.02  .16 -.01  .04  .18  .15 
   31. Conscientiousness -.13  .20*  .04  .14  .03  .23*  .13 
   32. Openness to experience -.14 -.13 -.04  .01 -.24*  .19 -.16 
   33. Neuroticism  .03  .35* -.25* -.01 -.03  .11 -.13 
   34. Rejection sensitivity  .28** -.15 -.16 -.15 -.12 -.17  .05 

Note. **p < .01, * p < .05 
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Table 3-3 Continued. 

Variable 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

Demographics        
   1. Age        
   2. Sex        
   3. Ethnicity        
   4. Sexual orientation        
   5. Relationship length        
Time 1 variables        
   6. Approach–compassionate        
   7. Avoidance        
   8. Self-image –       
   9. PRQC -.17 –      
   10. PRQC satisfaction -.14  .80** –     
   11. PRQC commitment -.13  .78**  .72** –    
   12. PRQC intimacy -.12  .87**  .52**  .58** –   
   13. PRQC trust -.17  .62**  .53**  .35**  .50** –  
   14. PRQC passion -.10  .62**  .25*  .21*  .59**  .17 – 
   15. PRQC love -.11  .83**  .63**  .70**  .74**  .44**  .33** 
Time 2 variables            
   16. Approach–compassionate  -.20*   .56**  .54**  .57**  .45**  .34**  .15 
   17. Avoidance  .28**   .03  .17  .16 -.09  .03 -.18 
   18. Self-image  .53** -.23* -.18 -.14 -.21* -.16 -.16 
   19. PRQC -.25*  .76**  .69**  .67**  .61**  .49**   .34** 
   20. PRQC Satisfaction -.25*  .68**  .74**  .61**  .52**  .50**  .19 
   21. PRQC Commitment -.22*  .64**  .61**  .81**  .46**  .32**  .12 
   22. PRQC Intimacy -.22*  .73**  .61**  .57**  .66**  .47**  .37** 
   23. PRQC Trust -.24*  .48**  .47**  .34**  .37**  .59**  .10 
   24. PRQC Passion -.19  .58**  .37**  .34**  .49**  .21*  .68** 
   25. PRQC Love -.14  .71**  .67**  .68**  .56**  .44**  .16 
Covariates        
   26. Psychological entitlement  .29** -.13 -.15 -.11 -.06 -.17 -.05 
   27. Anxious attachment  .16 -.38** -.36** -.34** -.31** -.36** -.12 
   28. Avoidant attachment  .39** -.61** -.43** -.41** -.57** -.47** -.36** 
   29. Extraversion  .10  .13  .01 -.04  .19 -.12  .35** 
   30. Agreeableness -.14  .20*  .32**  .24*  .07  .28* -.08 
   31. Conscientiousness -.07  .23*  .25*  .18  .17  .19  .12 
   32. Openness to experience -.16 -.04 -.12 -.10  .00  .03  .06 
   33. Neuroticism -.18 -.05 -.13 -.08  .01 -.01 -.07 
   34. Rejection sensitivity  .02 -.23* -.13 -.07 -.25** -.05 -.35** 

Note. **p < .01, *p < .05 
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Table 3-3 Continued. 

Variable 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 

Demographics        
   1. Age        
   2. Sex        
   3. Ethnicity        
   4. Sexual orientation        
   5. Relationship length        
Time 1 variables        
   6. Approach–compassionate        
   7. Avoidance        
   8. Self-image        
   9. PRQC        
   10. PRQC satisfaction        
   11. PRQC commitment        
   12. PRQC intimacy        
   13. PRQC trust        
   14. PRQC passion        
   15. PRQC love –       
Time 2 variables        
   16. Approach–compassionate  .54** –      
   17. Avoidance  .08  .33** –     
   18. Self-image -.16 -.13  .47** –    
   19. PRQC  .67**  .76**  .11 -.21* –   
   20. PRQC Satisfaction  .57**  .71**  .17 -.16  .90** –  
   21. PRQC Commitment  .60**  .67**  .15 -.18  .82**  .70** – 
   22. PRQC Intimacy  .65**  .72**  .06 -.19  .94**  .80**  .71** 
   23. PRQC Trust  .41**  .58**  .10 -.21*  .75**  .71**  .50** 
   24. PRQC Passion  .38**  .40** -.10 -.20*  .71**  .51**  .43* 
   25. PRQC Love  .74**  .72**  .18 -.12  .89**  .81**  .76* 
Covariates        
   26. Psychological entitlement -.05 -.12 -.02  .28** -.08 -.05 -.09 
   27. Anxious attachment -.28** -.16  .12  .30** -.33** -.30** -.28* 
   28. Avoidant attachment -.55** -.45**  .12  .45** -.58** -.45** -.48* 
   29. Extraversion  .07 -.02 -.08 -.02  .03  .03 -.09 
   30. Agreeableness  .10  .11  .02 -.17  .12  .16  .18 
   31. Conscientiousness  .15  .17 -.05 -.24*  .15  .17  .15 
   32. Openness to experience -.06  .02 -.23*  .05 -.01 -.04 -.04 
   33. Neuroticism  .08  .18 -.01 -.05  .10  .10  .08 
   34. Rejection sensitivity -.10 -.02  .12 .32** -.12 -.08 -.02 

Note. **p < .01, *p < .05 
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Table 3-3 Continued. 

Variable 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 

Demographics        
   1. Age        
   2. Sex        
   3. Ethnicity        
   4. Sexual orientation        
   5. Relationship length        
Time 1 variables        
   6. Approach–compassionate        
   7. Avoidance        
   8. Self-image        
   9. PRQC        
   10. PRQC satisfaction        
   11. PRQC commitment        
   12. PRQC intimacy        
   13. PRQC trust        
   14. PRQC passion        
   15. PRQC love        
Time 2 variables        
   16. Approach–compassionate        
   17. Avoidance        
   18. Self-image        
   19. PRQC        
   20. PRQC Satisfaction        
   21. PRQC Commitment        
   22. PRQC Intimacy –       
   23. PRQC Trust  .66** –      
   24. PRQC Passion  .70**  .36** –     
   25. PRQC Love  .82**  .61**  .48** –    
Covariates        
   26. Psychological entitlement -.09  .02 -.11 -.08 –   
   27. Anxious attachment -.31** -.42** -.11 -.27**  .22* –  
   28. Avoidant attachment -.57** -.48** -.38** -.55**  .22*  .39* – 
   29. Extraversion  .06 -.07  .19  .01 -.07 -.06 -.18 
   30. Agreeableness  .07  .17 -.10  .15 -.27** -.36** -.33** 
   31. Conscientiousness  .10  .15  .07  .12 -.33** -.35** -.17 
   32. Openness to experience  .00  .01  .04 -.02 -.07  .04 -.09 
   33. Neuroticism  .17 -.07  .08  .14 -.11  .34** -.04 
   34. Rejection sensitivity -.12 -.11 -.20* -.07  .28**  .51**  .33** 

Note. **p < .01, *p < .05 
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Table 3-3 Continued. 

Variable 29 30 31 32 33 34 

Demographics       
   1. Age       
   2. Sex       
   3. Ethnicity       
   4. Sexual orientation       
   5. Relationship length       
Time 1 variables       
   6. Approach–compassionate       
   7. Avoidance       
   8. Self-image       
   9. PRQC       
   10. PRQC satisfaction       
   11. PRQC commitment       
   12. PRQC intimacy       
   13. PRQC trust       
   14. PRQC passion       
   15. PRQC love       
Time 2 variables       
   16. Approach–compassionate        
   17. Avoidance       
   18. Self-image       
   19. PRQC       
   20. PRQC Satisfaction       
   21. PRQC Commitment       
   22. PRQC Intimacy       
   23. PRQC Trust       
   24. PRQC Passion       
   25. PRQC Love       
Covariates       
   26. Psychological entitlement       
   27. Anxious attachment       
   28. Avoidant attachment       
   29. Extraversion –      
   30. Agreeableness  .08 –     
   31. Conscientiousness  .32**  .34** –    
   32. Openness to experience  .17  .16 -.06 –   
   33. Neuroticism -.14 -.22* -.17  .05 –  
   34. Rejection sensitivity -.41 -.28** -.39**  .04  .26** – 

Note. **p < .01, *p < .05 



 

44 

Table 3-4. Baseline use of approach–compassionate, avoidance, and self-image goals 
predicting baseline perceptions of relationship quality in Study 2 

 Goals 

 Approach–
Compassionate 

 
Avoidance 

 
Self-image 

Variable B t100 rp b t100 rp b t100 rp 

PRQC composite 0.50 7.82*** .62 -0.02 -0.32 -.03 -0.05 -0.83 -.08 
Satisfaction 
subscale 

0.42 4.00*** .37  0.15  1.44  .14 -0.15 -1.48  .15 

Commitment 
subscale 

0.51 4.81*** .43  0.06  0.59  .06 -0.10 -0.93 -.09 

Intimacy subscale 0.62 7.93*** .62 -0.11 -1.39 -.14 -0.01  0.19   .02 
Trust subscale 0.29 3.56*** .34  0.00  0.04  .00 -0.09 -1.17 -.12 
Passion subscale 0.61 4.44*** .41 -0.19 -1.47 -.14  0.03  0.81  .08 
Love subscale 0.55 6.80*** .56 -0.02 -0.24 -.02 -0.02 -0.19 -.02 

Note. ***p<.001 
 

The association between pretest goals and posttest outcomes was more 

nuanced because there was so little change in trait measures over time (i.e., pretest 

measures explained nearly all the variance in their respective posttest measures, 

leaving little variance for other measures, such as goals, to explain). When controlling 

for the pretest level of the outcome variable, no goal predicted posttest levels of 

relationship outcomes for the majority of criterion variables (i.e., PRQC composite, 

commitment, trust, or passion). Use of approach–compassionate goals did predict an 

increase in feelings of relationship satisfaction (b = 0.28, t[95] = 2.76, p < .01, rp = .27) 

and intimacy (b = 0.28, t[95] = 2.17, p < .05, rp = .22) at posttest, with a marginal effect 

for feelings for love (b = 0.21, t[95] = 1.92, p = .06, rp = .19). Regression results for the 

effect of pretest goals on posttest outcomes are presented in Table 3-5.  
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Table 3-5. Baseline use of approach–compassionate, avoidance, and self-image goals 
predicting posttest perceptions of relationship quality in Study 2 

 Goals 

 Approach–
Compassionate 

 
Avoidance 

 
Self-image 

Variable b t95 rp b t95 rp b t95 rp 

PRQC composite 0.13 1.33 .14 -0.03 -0.45 -.05 -0.09 -1.21 -.12 
Satisfaction 
subscale 

0.28 2.76** .27 -0.06 -0.63 -.06 -0.12 -1.27 -.13 

Commitment 
subscale 

0.15 1.65 .17 -0.07 -0.88 -.09 -0.07 -0.90 -.09 

Intimacy subscale 0.28 2.17* .22 -0.06 -0.60 -.06 -0.10 -1.04 -.11 
Trust subscale 0.13 1.27 .13  0.00  0.03  .00 -0.12 -1.24 -.13 
Passion subscale 0.21 1.68 .17 -0.06 -0.55 -.06 -0.11 -1.02 -.10 
Love subscale 0.21 1.92 .19  0.00  0.01  .00 -0.05 -0.56 -.06 

Note. **p < .01, *p < .05 
 

State-Level Relationship Goals and Relationship Satisfaction 

Because daily goal usage and relationship satisfaction data were nested within 

participants, I conducted multilevel modeling using the HLM 7.01 program 

(Raudenbush, Bryk, & Congdon, 2010). The three-item daily relationship satisfaction 

composite variable was the dependent variable, with daily usage of approach–

compassionate, avoidance, and self-image goals as predictor variables. In the baseline 

model, results suggested that daily use of approach–compassionate goals predicted 

higher levels of relationship satisfaction (b = 0.52, t[103] = 13.76, p < .001, rp = .80). 

Use of avoidance goals marginally predicted higher levels of relationship satisfaction (b 

= 0.06, t[103] = 1.88, p = .06, rp = .18). Daily self-image goal usage was not associated 

with daily relationship satisfaction (b = -0.03, t[103] = -1.27, p = .21, rp = -.12). 

Descriptive statistics for state-level goals and relationship satisfaction are presented in 

Table 3-6. 
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Table 3-6. Descriptive statistics for state level measures in Study 2.  

Variable α Mean SD 

Approach goals .91 4.77 1.49 
Avoidance goals .79 4.28 1.40 
Self-image goals .82 3.37 1.22 
Compassionate goals .92 4.97 1.31 
Relationship satisfaction .89 5.06 1.43 

 

Next, because there were significant between-person differences in the 

association between approach–compassion goal use and relationship satisfaction 

(2[102] = 216.15, p < .001), I examined several individual difference variables as 

moderators of this association. Potential moderators included participant sex, 

relationship length, attachment style, rejection sensitivity, psychological entitlement, and 

Big Five personality traits. Following this investigation, I examined daily reports of 

positive and negative mood as potential covariates. Results for the baseline model and 

potential moderators appear in Table 3-7. 
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Table 3-7. Baseline model and potential moderators of the association between state-level daily relationship goal use and 
relationship satisfaction in Study 2 

  Goals 
  Approach–

Compassionate 
 

Avoidance 
 

Self-image 
Variable df b t rp b t rp b t rp 

Baseline model 103  0.52  13.68*  .80  0.06  1.87  .18 -0.03 -1.27 -.12 
Moderators             
  Participant sex 102 -0.12 -1.54 -.15  0.01  0.20  .02  0.07  1.32  .13 
  Avoidant attachment 95  0.00  0.17  .02  0.03  1.18  .12 -0.00 -0.12 -.01 
  Anxious attachment 95  0.08  2.08*  .21 -0.05 -1.86 -.19  0.00  0.26  .03 
  Rejection sensitivity 96  0.03  0.88  .09  0.01  0.26  .03 -0.02 -0.76 -.08 
  Psychological entitlement 96  0.00  0.08  .01  0.05  1.39  .14  0.01  0.27  .03 
  Extraversion 96  0.02  0.47  .05  0.04  1.62  .16  0.01  0.30  .03 
  Neuroticism 96  0.02  0.50  .05 -0.04 -1.20 -.12  0.04  1.52  .15 
  Conscientiousness 96  0.05  1.00  .10 -0.02 -0.55 -.06 -0.01 -0.18 -.02 
  Openness to experience 96  0.01  0.30  .03  0.01  0.25  .03 -0.05 -1.79 -.18 
  Agreeableness 96 -0.09 -2.03* -.20 -0.03 -1.05 -.11 -0.02 -0.67 -.07 

Note. *p < .05 
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The within-person association between approach–compassionate goals and 

relationship satisfaction was moderated by between-person differences in anxious 

attachment (b = 0.08, t[95] = 2.08, p < .05, rp = .21) and agreeableness (b = -0.09, t[96] 

= -2.03, p < .05, rp = -.20; Table 3-7). I conducted simple effects tests at 1 SD above 

and below each individual difference variable’s mean to probe or decompose these 

three cross-level interactions (see Judd, McClelland, & Ryan, 2009). First, for 

participants who were more anxiously attached to their partners, daily association 

between approach–compassionate goals and relationship satisfaction was strongly 

positive (b = 0.58, t[96] = 11.17, p < .001, rp = .75); for participants who were less 

anxiously attached to their partners, the same association remained positive, but was 

comparatively weaker (b = 0.40, t[96] = 7.87, p < .001, rp = .63; Figure 3-1). For more 

agreeable participants, the daily association between approach–compassionate goals 

and relationship satisfaction was positive (b = 0.42, t[96] = 7.65, p < .001, rp = .62); for 

participants who were less agreeable, the same association was even stronger and 

more positive (b = 0.58, t[96] = 10.84, p < .001, rp = .74; Figure 3-2).  

Participant sex, relationship length, avoidant attachment, rejection sensitivity, 

psychological entitlement, Machiavellianism, psychopathy, extraversion, neuroticism, 

conscientiousness, and openness to experience were unrelated to the impact of 

relationship goals on relationship satisfaction at the state-level (ps > .07).  
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Figure 3-1. The effect of anxious attachment style on the association between daily 

relationship satisfaction and daily approach–compassionate goal use in Study 
2.  

For participants who were more anxiously attached to their partners, daily association 

between approach–compassionate goals and relationship satisfaction was strongly 

positive (b = 0.58, t[96] = 11.17, p < .001, rp = .75); for participants who were less 

anxiously attached to their partners, the same association remained positive, but was 

comparatively weaker (b = 0.40, t[96] = 7.87, p < .001, rp = .63). 
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Figure 3-2. The effect of agreeableness on the association between daily relationship 

satisfaction and daily approach–compassionate goal use in Study 2.  

For more agreeable participants, the daily association between approach–

compassionate goals and relationship satisfaction was positive (b = 0.42, t[96] = 7.65, p 

< .001, rp = .62); for participants who were less agreeable, the same association was 

even stronger and more positive (b = 0.58, t[96] = 10.84, p < .001, rp = .74). 

State-Level Mood and Relationship Satisfaction 

On an exploratory basis, I also examined the associations among daily positive 

and negative mood and daily relationship satisfaction. Daily positive and negative mood 

both affected daily relationship satisfaction. Positive mood was associated with higher 

levels of relationship satisfaction (b = 0.07, t[102] = 2.72, p < .01, rp = .26), and 

between-person variance was non-significant (χ2[100] = 102.23, p = .42), suggesting 

that this positive relationship was consistent across people. Conversely, negative mood 
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was associated with lower levels of relationship satisfaction (b = -0.18, t[102] = -7.11, p 

< .001, rp = -.58) with significant between-person variance (χ2[100] = 169.28, p < .001), 

suggesting that the negative-mood–relationship-satisfaction link was heterogeneous 

across people; for some it was more negative than others. 

Discussion 

Study 2 provided a view into the impact of relationship goals on relationship 

outcomes, and the stability of that association at the trait versus state levels. At the trait 

level, baseline measures of certain goal use—collected at pretest—predicted one’s 

baseline perception of relationship quality. Specifically, participants who used more 

approach–compassionate goals at the beginning of the study believed themselves to be 

in a higher-quality relationship at baseline. Avoidance and self-image goals were 

unrelated to baseline perceptions of relationship quality. As would be expected and 

hoped for in trait-level measurements, paired-samples t-tests showed that most trait 

perceptions of relationship quality were stable over time.  

Although the trait-level variables showed little change over time, state-level 

measurements showed some fluctuation in goal use and satisfaction. In particular, on 

days when participants used more approach–compassionate goals, they reported more 

satisfaction. Conversely, on days when participants used less of these approach–

compassionate goals, they reported less satisfaction with their relationship. Because 

there was significant between-person variability in the association between using 

approach–compassionate goals and relationship satisfaction, I examined several 

individual difference variables as moderators. The positive effect of approach–

compassionate goal use on relationship satisfaction appeared to hold constant across 

participant sex and most personality variables, with an even more positive effect for 

those participants with anxious attachment styles or lower levels of agreeableness. 
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Such an effect could be indicative of approach–compassionate goals creating a 

buffering effect on relationship satisfaction for those who may have more difficult 

relationship interactions (e.g., those who are disagreeable or needy in relationships). 

Use of avoidance or self-image goals was not associated with daily reports of 

relationship satisfaction. In sum, support for Hypotheses 3 and 4 was mixed. At the trait-

level (Hypothesis 3), perceptions of relationship quality were associated with 

relationship goal use, but only approach–compassionate goals. Similarly, at the state 

level (Hypothesis 4), higher levels of daily relationship satisfaction were predicted by the 

use of more approach–compassionate goals, but use of avoidance and self-image goals 

were ineffective.  
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CHAPTER 4 
GENERAL DISCUSSION 

In the current research, I merged two literatures to examine whether four 

previously investigated relationship goals had unique effects on relationship quality and 

satisfaction. In Study 1, using CFAs, I determined that the relationship goals included in 

this assessment did not represent four disparate constructs. Instead, high correlation 

between the approach and compassionate goal sets justified their combination into one 

factor: approach–compassionate goals. Thus, Hypothesis 1—which predicted that each 

of the four goals was a unique construct—was not supported.  

With the new three-factor model, I examined the extent to which approach–

compassionate, avoidance, and self-image goals each predicted perceptions of 

relationship quality. Use of approach–compassionate goals was associated with 

perceptions of greater relationship quality across all subscales of the PRQC. Use of 

avoidance goals was negatively associated with feelings of intimacy, but was unrelated 

to any other perceptions of relationship quality. Use of self-image goals was wholly 

unrelated to perceptions of relationship quality. Hypothesis 2—that all goals would 

uniquely predict perceptions of relationship quality—was not supported.   

In Study 2, using a pretest–posttest design with 14 daily measurements in 

between, I further observed the importance of approach–compassionate goal use—and 

the general unimportance of avoidance and self-image goal use—on perceptions of 

relationship quality and satisfaction. At the trait level, baseline levels of approach–

compassionate goal use related to baseline levels of relationship quality. Participants 

who typically used more approach–compassionate goals reported higher levels of 

relationship quality at the beginning of the study. Use of avoidance and self-image goals 

were unrelated to levels of relationship quality at pretest. Hypothesis 3—that 
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relationship goals would predict perceptions of relationship quality at the trait level—was 

partially supported.  

The same pattern of results emerged at the state level. Use of approach–

compassionate goals was associated with higher levels of relationship satisfaction, such 

that on days when participants used more approach–compassionate goals, they 

reported feeling more satisfied with their relationship. Alternatively, when participants 

reported using less approach–compassionate goals in a day, they also reported feeling 

less satisfied. Use of avoidance and self-image goals were unrelated to feelings of 

relationship satisfaction at the daily level. Hypothesis 4—that relationship goals would 

predict relationship satisfaction at the state level— was partially supported.  

Overall, the current research provided evidence that the two disparate literatures 

on relationship goals share common ground. Specifically, the approach and 

compassionate goal sets should likely be treated as one type of motivation, rather than 

two. Combining these two goal sets allows for predicting positive relationship outcomes 

with goal use.  

Findings from the current study also suggest that less emphasis should be 

placed on avoidance goals, as they were unsuccessful at predicting perceptions of 

relationship quality or satisfaction. These findings contradict the prior literature. Note, 

however, that prior examinations of approach and avoidance goal use has focused on 

specific behaviors within a relationship, such as the types of goals underlying the 

sacrifices partners make for one another, or the goals driving sexual interaction. Each of 

these prior studies has shown that avoidance goal use predicts dissatisfaction or 

dysfunction. As in the context of the current studies, however, broad use of avoidance 

goals across situations may be less impactful on global relationship satisfaction and 

quality. Indeed, Study 2 captured a significant decrease in avoidance goal use from 
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pretest to posttest. As participants reported their goal use and global relationship 

satisfaction daily for two weeks, they may have become aware of the ineffectiveness of 

these goals on positive relationship outcomes, resulting in less use.  

Conversely, avoidance goals may in fact have the potential to negatively affect 

relationship outcomes, but the impact may be softened by how well couples cope with 

undesired events. Avoidance goals are undertaken to allow users to evade negative 

outcomes, and thus evade the consequences associated with those outcomes. For 

instance, one’s goal may be to avoid conflict or disagreement with a relationship partner 

to avoid the resulting negative emotions. Ironically, research has shown that heavier 

use of avoidance goals tends to backfire, with the user inadvertently creating the 

relationship environment he or she was attempting to circumvent. That is, with 

increased use of avoidance goals, the user experiences more negative affect (e.g., 

anxiety), more relationship dissatisfaction, and more conflict with the relationship 

partner. While each of these consequences could certainly lead to negative evaluations 

of the relationship, effectively coping with undesired events could serve as a buffer. 

Coping skills were not assessed in the current research, but future research may benefit 

from assessing the coping behaviors of both partners.  

Furthermore, the results of the current research also suggest that less emphasis 

be placed on the use of self-image goals, as they were unrelated to perceptions of 

relationship quality and satisfaction. Participants in Study 2 even reported a decrease in 

use of self-image goals over the course of two weeks, perhaps because they became 

conscious of their own goal selection and the nonexistent impact their self-image goals 

had on their desired relationship states. Literature on the use of self-image goals does 

provide evidence for a link between their use and lower levels of reciprocal 

responsiveness, trust, and support with a partner, however. While the current research 
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does not support the prior findings, the contradiction may be evidence of overextension. 

All known work on the negative effects of self-image goal usage has focused on the 

impact of such goals on same-sex roommate dyads in the very early stages of their 

relationship (i.e., immediately after meeting one another). Participants in the current 

research did report using self-image goals, but perhaps the association between self-

image goals and negative relationship outcomes is inconsistent across relationship type 

(e.g., friendships vs. intimate relationships) or perhaps they are only powerful in the 

beginning of a relationship. Self-image goals are focused on cultivating a positive view 

of oneself, which may hold great importance when we are trying to attract a partner, but 

may become less important as the partner comes to know us better. Because the 

current studies required participants to be beyond the stages of initial attraction and 

relationship formation, this research may not have provided the appropriate forum to 

observe the effects of such goals. Future research should focus on changes in goal 

effectiveness over the course of a relationship, and should focus on various types of 

relationships.  

Limitations 

The current research is not without limitations. The absence of dyads—that is, 

the recruitment of two partners with prior connections to one another—is one limitation. 

Recruitment of dyads posed challenges for the current research that could not be 

overcome easily. Specifically, recruiting couples would likely require a much longer data 

collection phase because attrition rates often increase with the inclusion of both 

partners, and recruiting partners who are not in the University of Florida Psychology 

Department participant pool would require monetary compensation. Nonetheless, 

dyadic data would provide an informative test of the effects of goals on outcomes and 

would allow for testing both actor- and partner-effects.  
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The current research is also limited in that young adults composed the majority of 

the sample in Study 1, and the entirety of the sample in Study 2. All young adult 

participants were involved in dating relationships (vs. engaged or married) and had 

been with their partners for a relatively short time (about one year, on average). As 

relationships progress, the effects of approach–compassionate goals may wane. For 

instance, couples that have been together for longer periods of time may form 

perceptions of relationship quality and satisfaction by relying more on their partner’s 

past behaviors than on their current goal states. Additionally, it is possible that 

avoidance and self-image goals are more important in the very beginning of 

relationships when favorable initial impressions are desired, or in times of turmoil. That 

is, it may be beneficial to adopt self-image or avoidance goals when our relationships 

begin to fail in an effort to present ourselves to our partners in a positive light and evade 

negatively valenced interactions. Such goal use, if effective at leading to more positive 

outcomes, could serve to salvage relationship ties. Because both samples had high 

levels of relationship satisfaction, I was unable to examine this potential effect.  

Similarly, the current work is limited by lack of data on participants’ sexual 

behavior with their partners. Sexual satisfaction is an important factor in relationship 

satisfaction (Brunell & Webster, 2013), and sexual behaviors can be motivated by 

approach or avoidance goals (Impett, Peplau, & Gable, 2005).  Thus, it is likely that 

sexual behavior could impact the effect of goal use on relationship satisfaction, 

potentially mediating the association. Future research would benefit from assessing 

sex-related variables, from the inclusion of older samples in more established 

relationships—or at varying stages of their relationships—and from observing 

participants across a greater time span to capture more instances of conflict and decline 

in satisfaction.  
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The current research employed only self-report measures in assessing goal use. 

While asking people about their behavior is common practice and tends to be accurate, 

misreporting due to memory error may occur. This is especially true for daily diaries 

because participants were asked to remember everything that happened over the 

course of a day. Future research would benefit from taking a multimethod approach and 

incorporating experiential sampling (e.g., multiple assessments per day).  

Last, beyond methodological issues, the current research also presents a 

conceptual limitation. The current research draws on two divergent literatures and 

provides further evidence of a link between the use of approach–compassionate goals 

and positive relationship outcomes. Future research should extensively examine this 

relationship and its boundary conditions, but should also consider modifications to the 

proposed structure of the relationship. That is, the current work and prior research 

conceptualizes goals as affecting relationship outcomes. This may be incorrect, or 

simply inadequate. For instance, one’s current level of relationship satisfaction or quality 

may influence the types of goals chosen in future interactions. Those feeling dissatisfied 

with their relationships may be more likely to adopt certain goals over others, which may 

in turn perpetuate dissatisfaction or bring about a more desired state. Additionally, the 

link between goal use and relationship outcomes may be due to a third variable that 

influences both. Mood or mental health variables may lead one to navigate relationships 

differently. In particular, these individual differences could evoke different motives for 

relationship maintenance behaviors that would affect one’s own or one’s partner’s 

satisfaction. These variables may also exert a direct influence on relationship outcomes. 

For instance, those with poorer mental health (e.g., depression, anxiety) may interpret 

their relationships as less satisfying or as being of lower quality. Because the current 
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research was correlational, these questions cannot be answered presently. Future 

research would need to incorporate an experimental aspect to examine directionality. 

Future Directions and Implications 

The current research provided a view into the effects of approach–

compassionate goals on relationship quality and satisfaction. I plan to build off this 

foundation, examining goal usage as a moderator of other correlates of relationship 

satisfaction. Specifically, I plan to investigate whether increased use of approach–

compassionate goals increases relationship satisfaction when sexual satisfaction—a 

positive predictor of relationship satisfaction—is low. In a longitudinal study, I will query 

participants daily about their perceptions of their partner and their relationship, including 

assessments of their sexual interactions. I will also collect motivations behind such 

interactions. Significant results would implicate a buffering effect of approach–

compassionate goal usage, which may be helpful in relationships in which sexual 

activity is impeded (e.g., for health reasons). While it is important to bear in mind that 

the current research only assessed reports of daily goal use rather than actual 

behaviors that participants engaged in, such results—as well as the results of the 

current research—could have implications in mental health and relationship counseling 

settings if approach–compassionate goal use was associated with positive, altruistic 

behaviors toward one’s partner. As positive relationship outcomes are linked to a host of 

mental and physical health benefits, the use of approach–compassionate goals could 

aid in improving one’s well-being. Additionally, because use of approach–

compassionate goals were associated with more positive perceptions of relationship 

quality and satisfaction, unhappy couples could benefit from analyzing their interactions 

with one another and creating a more positive relationship environment by incorporating 

more approach–compassionate goals in their future interactions.  
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Conclusions 

The current research demonstrates how we may create our own relationship 

experiences through the goals we hold for interactions with our relationship partners. 

Specifically, use of approach or compassionate goals can enhance our relationships by 

increasing perceptions of relationship quality and satisfaction. Incorporating more 

frequent usage of approach–compassionate goal use—and perhaps less frequent 

avoidance and self-image goal use—may help to create good relationship 

environments, which have been shown to contribute to good mental and physical health 

outcomes. 
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APPENDIX A 
STUDY 1: INFORMED CONSENT 

Protocol Title: Examining Relationship Goals 
 
Purpose of this study: This study assesses romantic and sexual relationship 
experiences and attitudes of Americans.  
 
What you will be asked to do in this study: You will be asked to complete a brief 
questionnaire related to your experiences in your current romantic relationship. 
Participation should take no longer than 10 minutes.  
 
Benefits, Compensation, and Risks: There are no direct benefits to you for 
participating in the study. You will receive 1 credit through the Psychology Department 
SONA system or 26¢ through Amazon.com’s Mechanical Turk. While there are no 
foreseen risks, there is a minimal risk that security of any online data collection may be 
breached. Because (1) no identifying information will be collected, (2) the online host 
(Qualtrics) uses several layers of encryption, and (3) your data will be removed from the 
server soon after you complete the study, it is highly unlikely that a security breach of 
the online data will result in any adverse consequence for you. All study data will be 
collected through Qualtrics, a secure site with SAS 70 certification for rigorous privacy 
standards. Any data that you provide through this program will be encrypted for security 
purposes using Secure Socket Layers (SSL). To protect your privacy, all IP addresses 
will be masked by Qualtrics and will be unavailable to, and unidentifiable by, the study 
investigators. Only the study investigators will have access to the data on Qualtrics, and 
once the data has been removed from the server, it will be stored on encrypted and 
password-protected computers. Qualtrics’ security statement can be obtained at 
http://www.qualtrics.com/security-statement.  
 

Confidentiality: Your identity will be unknown to the researchers and your responses 
will be anonymous.  
 
Voluntary participation: Your participation in this study is voluntary. There is no 
penalty for not participating.  You do not have to answer any question that you do not 
want to answer.  
 
Right to withdraw from the study: You have the right to withdraw from the study at 
any time without penalty. 
 
Whom to contact if you have questions about the study: Amanda N. Gesselman, 
Graduate Student; Department of Psychology, P.O. Box 112250, University of Florida, 
Gainesville, FL 32611-2250; Email: agesselman@ufl.edu 
 
Whom to contact about your rights as a research participant in the study: If you 
have any concerns or questions about your rights as a research participant, you may 
contact the University of Florida Institutional Review Board Office, Box 112250, 
University of Florida, Gainesville, FL 32611-2250; Phone: (352) 392-0433 
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AGREEMENT: I have read the procedure described above. By checking the box below, 
I am voluntarily agreeing to participate in the study as described, and am confirming that 
I am at least 18 years old.  
K 

 Agree to participate 
 Do not agree to participate 
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APPENDIX B 
APPROACH AND AVOIDANCE GOALS 

Instructions: Please indicate your agreement with each item using the scale provided. 
    Scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree 
 
In general, I try to… 

1. Deepen my relationship with my partner. 
2. Avoid disagreements with my partner. 
3. Strengthen the intimacy in our relationship. 
4. Avoid being embarrassed, betrayed, or hurt by my partner. 
5. Have fun experiences with my partner. 
6. Make sure nothing bad happens in our relationship. 
7. Avoid conflicts with my partner.  
8. Help our relationship grow. 
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APPENDIX C 
SELF-IMAGE AND COMPASSIONATE GOALS 

Instructions: Please indicate your agreement with each item using the scale provided. 
    Scale: 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree 
  
In general, I want/try to… 

1. Be supportive of my partner 
2. Have compassion for my partner’s mistakes and weaknesses 
3. Be aware of the impact my behavior might have on my partner’s feelings 
4. Make a positive difference in my partner’s life 
5. Avoid neglecting my relationship with my partner 
6. Be constructive in my comments to my partner 
7. Avoid doing things that aren’t helpful to me or my partner 
8. Avoid showing my weaknesses 
9. Avoid being selfish or self-centered 
10. Avoid revealing any shortcomings or vulnerabilities 
11. Avoid the possibility of being wrong 
12. Convince my partner that I am right 
13. Get my partner to do things my way 
14. Avoid being blamed or criticized. 
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APPENDIX D 
PERCEIVED RELATIONSHIP QUALITY COMPONENT (PRQC) INVENTORY 

Instructions: Please answer each question below using the scale provided. 
    Scale: 1 = not at all, 7 = extremely 

 
1. How satisfied are you with your relationship? 
2. How content are you with your relationship? 
3. How happy are you with your relationship? 
4. How committed are you to your relationship? 
5. How dedicated are you to your relationship? 
6. How devoted are you to your relationship? 
7. How intimate is your relationship? 
8. How close is your relationship? 
9. How connected are you to your partner? 
10. How much do you trust your partner? 
11. How much can you count on your partner? 
12. How dependable is your partner? 
13. How passionate is your relationship? 
14. How lustful is your relationship? 
15. How sexually intense is your relationship 
16. How much do you love your partner? 
17. How much do you adore your partner? 
18. How much do you cherish your partner? 
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APPENDIX E 
STUDY 2: INFORMED CONSENT 

Protocol Title: Relationship Experiences 
 
Purpose of this study: This study assesses daily relationship experiences and 
attitudes.  
 
What you will be asked to do in this study: In this session, you will be asked to 
complete questionnaires about yourself, your partner, and your relationship. After today, 
you will complete a very brief survey about your daily relationship experiences and 
attitudes for 14 consecutive days (2 weeks). You may complete them anywhere so long 
as you have internet connectivity. After the 14 days, you will be emailed a final brief 
survey about your relationship. Participation in today’s session will take no longer than 
an hour. Participation in the daily surveys will take approximately 10 minutes. The final 
survey will take 25 minutes or less. 
 
Compensation and Risks: Compensation is 8 credits through SONA. There are no 
other benefits.  
 
While there are no foreseen risks, the surveys you will complete do focus on topics that 
may be considered personal or sensitive in nature. The UF Counseling and Wellness 
Center is available to UF students in the event that you feel distressed or would like to 
discuss with a counselor any personal issues that you may have. The Counseling and 
Wellness Center is located at 3190 Radio Rd. on campus, and you may contact them at 
352-392-1575. Their website is http://www.counseling.ufl.edu/.  
Additionally, there is a minimal risk that security of any online data collection may be 
breached. Because (1) no identifying information will be collected, (2) the online host 
(Qualtrics) uses several layers of encryption, and (3) your data will be removed from the 
server soon after you complete the study, it is highly unlikely that a security breach of 
the online data will result in any adverse consequence for you. All study data will be 
collected through Qualtrics, a secure site with SAS 70 certification for rigorous privacy 
standards. Any data that you provide through this program will be encrypted for security 
purposes using Secure Socket Layers (SSL). To protect your privacy, all IP addresses 
will be masked by Qualtrics and will be unavailable to, and unidentifiable by, the study 
investigators. Only the study investigators will have access to the data on Qualtrics, and 
once the data has been removed from the server, it will be stored on encrypted and 
password-protected computers. Qualtrics’ security statement can be obtained at 
http://www.qualtrics.com/security-statement.  
 
Confidentiality: Your identity will be kept confidential to the extent provided by law.  
 
Voluntary participation: Your participation in this study is voluntary. There is no 
penalty for not participating.  You do not have to answer any question that you do not 
want to answer.  
 
Right to withdraw from the study: You have the right to withdraw from the study at 
any time without penalty. 
 
 

http://www.counseling.ufl.edu/
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Whom to contact if you have questions about the study: Amanda N. Gesselman, 
Graduate Student, Department of Psychology, Email: agesselman@ufl.edu 
 
Whom to contact about your rights as a research participant in the study: If you 
have any concerns or questions about your rights as a research participant, you may 
contact the University of Florida Institutional Review Board Office, Box 112250, 
University of Florida, Gainesville, FL 32611-2250; Phone: (352) 392-0433 
 
Agreement: I have read the procedure described above. By signing below, I am 
voluntarily agreeing to participate in the study as described, and am confirming that I am 
at least 18 years old. 
 
Signature: 
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APPENDIX F 
COVARIATES USED IN STUDY 2 

 
Psychological Entitlement Scale 

Campbell, Bonacci, Shelton, Exline, & Bushman (2004) 
 

Instructions: Please respond to the following items using the number that best reflects 
your own beliefs. Please use the following 7-point scale: 
 1 = strong disagreement 
 2 = moderate disagreement 
 3 = slight disagreement 
 4 = neither agreement nor disagreement 
 5 = slight agreement 
 6 = moderate agreement 
 7 = strong agreement 
 

1. I honestly feel I’m just more deserving than others. 
2. Great things should come to me. 
3. If I were on the Titanic, I would deserve to be on the first lifeboat! 
4. I demand the best because I’m worth it. 
5. I do not necessarily deserve special treatment. 
6. I deserve more things in my life. 
7. People like me deserve an extra break now and then. 
8. Things should go my way. 
9. I feel entitled to more of everything. 
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Experiences in Close Relationships Questionnaire-Revised 

Fraley, Waller, & Brennan (2000) 
 
Instructions: Please rate your agreement with each statement using the scale provided. 
    Scale: 1 = disagree strongly, 7 = agree strongly  

 
1. I’m afraid that I will lose my partner’s love. 
2. I often worry that my partner will not want to stay with me. 
3. I often worry that my partner doesn’t really love me. 
4. I worry that romantic partners won’t care about me as much as I care about 

them. 
5. I often wish that my partner’s feelings for me were as strong as my feelings for 

him/her. 
6. I worry a lot about my relationships.  
7. When my partner is out of sight, I worry that he/she might become interested in 

someone else. 
8. When I show my feelings for romantic partners, I’m afraid they will not feel the 

same about me.  
9. I rarely worry about my partner leaving me. 
10. My romantic partner makes me doubt myself. 
11. I do not often worry about being abandoned. 
12. I find that my partner(s) don’t want to get as close as I would like. 
13. Sometimes romantic partners change their feelings about me for no apparent 

reason. 
14. My desire to be very close sometimes scares people away. 
15. I’m afraid that once a partner gets to know me, he/she won’t like who I really am. 
16. It makes me mad that I don’t get the affection and support I need from my 

partner. 
17. I worry that I won’t measure up to other people. 
18. My partner only seems to notice me when I’m angry. 
19. I prefer not to show a partner how I feel deep down. 
20. I feel comfortable sharing my private thoughts and feelings with my partner. 
21. I find it difficult to allow myself to depend on romantic partners. 
22. I am very comfortable being close to romantic partners. 
23. I don’t feel comfortable opening up to romantic partners. 
24. I prefer not to be too close to romantic partners. 
25. I get uncomfortable when a romantic partner wants to be very close. 
26. I find it relatively easy to get close to my partner. 
27. It’s not difficult for me to get close to my partner. 
28. I usually discuss my problems and concerns with my partner. 
29. It helps to turn to my romantic partner in times of need. 
30. I tell my partner just about everything. 
31. I talk things over with my partner. 
32. I am nervous when partners get too close to me.  
33. I feel comfortable depending on romantic partners. 
34. I find it easy to depend on romantic partners. 
35. It’s easy for me to be affectionate with my partner. 
36. My partner really understands me and my needs.  
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Big Five Inventory (BFI) 

John, Naumann, & Soto (2008) 
 
Instructions: Please rate your agreement with each statement using the scale provided. 
    Scale: 1 = disagree strongly, 7 = agree strongly  
 
I am someone who… 
1. Is talkative 
2. Tends to find fault with others 
3. Does a thorough job 
4. Is depressed, blue 
5. Is original, comes up with new ideas 
6. Is reserved 
7. Is helpful and unselfish with others 
8. Can be somewhat careless 
9. Is relaxed, handles stress well.   
10. Is curious about many different things 
11. Is full of energy 
12. Starts quarrels with others 
13. Is a reliable worker 
14. Can be tense 
15. Is ingenious, a deep thinker 
16. Generates a lot of enthusiasm 
17. Has a forgiving nature 
18. Tends to be disorganized 
19. Worries a lot 
20. Has an active imagination 
21. Tends to be quiet 
22. Is generally trusting 
23. Tends to be lazy 
24. Is emotionally stable, not easily upset 
25. Is inventive 
26. Has an assertive personality 
27. Can be cold and aloof 
28. Perseveres until the task is finished 
29. Can be moody 
30. Values artistic, aesthetic experiences 
31. Is sometimes shy, inhibited 
32. Is considerate and kind to almost everyone 
33. Does things efficiently 
34. Remains calm in tense situations 
35. Prefers work that is routine 
36. Is outgoing, sociable 
37. Is sometimes rude to others 
38. Makes plans and follows through with them 
39. Gets nervous easily 
40. Likes to reflect, play with ideas 
41. Has few artistic interests 
42. Likes to cooperate with others 

43. Is easily distracted 
44. Is sophisticated in art, music, or literature
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Rejection Sensitivity Scale 
Downey & Feldman (1996) 

 
Instructions: Please rate how concerned or anxious you would be over the following 
situations using the scale provided. 
 
Scale: 1 = very unconcerned; 7 = very concerned 
 

1. You ask someone in class if you can borrow his/her notes. 
2. You ask your boyfriend/girlfriend to move in with you. 
3. You ask your parents for help in deciding what programs to apply to. 
4. You ask someone you don’t know well out on a date. 
5. Your boyfriend/girlfriend has plans to go out with friends tonight, but you really 

want to spend the evening with him/her and you tell him/her so. 
6. You ask your parents for extra money to cover living expenses. 
7. After class, you tell your professor that you have been having some trouble with 

a section of the course and ask if he/she can give you some extra help. 
8. You approach a close friend to talk after doing or saying something that seriously 

upset him/her. 
9. You ask someone in one of your classes to coffee. 
10. After graduation you can’t find a job and you ask your parents if you can live at 

home for a while. 
11. You ask a friend to go on vacation with you over Spring Break. 
12. You call your boyfriend/girlfriend after a bitter argument and tell him/her you want 

to see him/her.  
13. You ask a friend if you can borrow something of his/hers. 
14. You ask your parents to come to an occasion important to you. 
15. You ask a friend to do you a big favor. 
16. You ask your boyfriend/girlfriend if he/she really loves you. 
17. You go to a party and notice someone on the other side of the room, and then 

you ask them to dance.  
18. You ask your girlfriend/boyfriend to come home to meet your parents. 
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APPENDIX G 
INCLUSION OF OTHER IN THE SELF (IOS) SCALE 

 
 
Instructions: Please circle the picture below that best describes your relationship with your 
partner. In the pictures, “self” represents you and “other” represents your partner.  
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APPENDIX H 
INTERNATIONAL POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE AFFECT SCHEDULE SHORT-FORM 

Instructions: Please use the scale provided to indicate how you felt today. 
Scale: 1 = not at all; 7 = very 

1. Upset 
2. Hostile 
3. Alert 
4. Ashamed 
5. Inspired 
6. Nervous 
7. Determined 
8. Attentive 
9. Afraid 
10. Active 
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