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Abstract
How do romantic partners determine if they are happy in their current relationship? What
standards do they use when appraising their romantic relationship? The present thesis
examines people’s preferences among various comparison standards (social comparisons,
temporal past comparisons, temporal future comparisons and previous relationship
comparisons) for relationship appraisal, the direction in which people prefer to make
various relationship comparisons and the reported and actual impact of these comparison
standards on relationship appraisals. The present research also examines the hypothesis
that certain relationship beliefs and characteristics (controllability and satisfaction) affect
how one interprets these comparison standards. In study 1, 140 undergraduate university
students involved in dating relationships reported a preference for temporal comparisons
to their relationship’s past or future. Also, participants reported a preference for
comparisons, which enhanced their current relationship and suggested optimism for the
future. Finally, people reported that comparisons to previous romantic relationships
resulted in the most positive relationship appraisals. Many of these findings were more
pervasive across privileged than public relationship traits. In study 2, 128 undergraduate
university students involved in dating relationships felt most positively about the love in
their current relationship when asked to make comparisons to inferior and equal
relationships among one’s peers, superior and equal points in one’s relationship’s past
and future and previous relationship comparisons of all directions. In addition,

participants reported a preference for relationship-enhancing comparisons. Finally,



ii
one’s perceived control over love and relationship satisfaction influenced participants’
interpretations of relationship comparisons. However, these moderating effects were not

found for all comparison types and were not always in the predicted direction.
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How do dating couples determine if they are happy in their current relationships?
What standards do they use when appraising their current relationships? This thesis will
discuss various types of such comparisons, focusing on two in particular, temporal
comparisons {comparing one’s current relationship in the present to various poinis in
time) and social comparisons {comparing one’s current relationship to the romantic
relationships of one’s peers). First, this thesis reviews literature concerning various
comparison types. Next, Studyl examines people’s self- reports of their preferences for
various comparison types and directions, and people’s beliefs about the effects that these
comparison types have on their relationship appraisals. Study 2 expands on Study! by
examining not only people’s beliefs in regards 1o their preferences for various
comparisons and how these comparisons affect their relationship appraisals, but the
actual impact those comparisons of varicus types and directions have on current
relationship appraisals. Study 2 also examines perceived control over love as well as
relationship satisfaction as potential factors that moderate the way that participants
interpret comparisons of various types and directions.

Social Comparison

Festinger (1954) introduced social comparison theory by suggesting that people
have an innate desire to measure and evaluate themselves. To satisfy this desire for
evaluation, Festinger believed that people first look to cbjective standards, and if none
are available, they then compare themselves directly io other people with whom they

possess similasities.
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Research by Wood (1989) demonstrated that the way in which people use social
comparisons depends on the goal they possess at that time. Three major seif-appraisal
goals are evaluation, enhancement and improvement. When someons pOssesses an
evaluation goal, they are interested in secking an accurate assessment of themselves, their
mﬁaﬁ@m@gﬁﬁ or their abilities. Social comparisons may be particularly important for
evaluative purposes, particularly when the comparison target is seen as close of similar to
the self (Major, Testa & Bylsma, 1991; Tesser & Campbell, 1983}. Typically, people
with evaluative goals are most likely to make comparisons with others who they feel are
equal or better than them on the target trait. Researchers generally regard upward social
comparisons {to & superior other) as threatening to people’s egos (W iison & Ross, 2001).
However, people still often choose to compare themselves with superior others. This is
because upward social comparisons provide people with valuable information about
themselves (Collins, 1996). Conversely, a person with an enhancement goal has a desire
to obtain a positive view of themselves, their relationships or their abilities. People with
enhancement goals are more likely to make downward comparisons {with people who are
inferior to them), which allows them to feel superior in contrast. Wills (1981} proposed
that this is particularly the case when one finds oneself under some sort of threat. Finally,
people with improvement goals, like those with evaluative goals, may seek comparisons
with superior others. This allows them to identify weaknesses and model the superior
other in order to improve. However, improvement and evaluative goals differ, in that
people with improvement goals see the superior standing on the trait as attainable and
focus on the comparison target’s implications for their firture selves, whereas those with

evaluation goals focus on the comparison’s implications for current standing.



There is a large literature on social comparison and self-evaluation {s.g. Wills,
1981; Wood, 1989), but considerably less for soclal comparison in a relationship context.
Research that has been conducted to investigate socia! comparisons in a relationship
context has produced contradictory results. A number of researchers have found that
when assessing one’s current romantic relationship, one tends to ses one’s relationship as
better than the relationships of one’s peers (Buunk & Van Yperen, 1991;Van Lange,
Rusbult, Semin-Goossens, Goerts, & Stalpers, 1999). For instance, research has shown
that people tend to believe that their own relationship is more equitable than the
relationships of most others of their own sex (Buunk & Van Yperen, 1991). Other
research has shown that the perception of superiority is more pronounced, the happier one
is in one’s current relationship {Buunk & van der Eijnden, 1997). People tend 10
experience more relationship satisfaction after making downward comparisons 1o the
relationships of their peers, than after simply listing the positive traits of their relationship
without comparison to other relationships (Buunk, Oldersma, & de Dreu, 2000).

However, romantic pariners also report that social comparisons are not very
important for evaluating their relationship (Wayment & Campbell, 2000). Participants
were asked to estimate how often they use ten types of information {objective
information, feedback from others, personal standards, feared future relationships, future
ideals, positive and negative past relationship information, upward, lateral and downward
social comparison) in relation 1o various motives {e.g., enhancerent, improvement).
Generally, personal standards, objective information, and fiture ideals were reported
more often than any other types of information. Social comparison information was

reported to be the least frequently used comparison information. Thus, although social



comparisons appeared to have an important impact on relationship evaluations (e.g.,
Buunk et al., 2000), people reported that they are relatively unimportant for these
evaluations. Perhaps this discrepancy can be accounted for by the fact that Wayment and
Campbell gave participants many types of information to choose from, whereas other
researchers have focused only on sacial comparison. Alternatively, the conflicting
findings may be a result of different methodologies- unlike many other studies, Wayment
and Campbell obtained seif-reports from participants. These reports may reflect self-
presentational concerns, lack of accessibility of various information types, and people’s
theories about self-evaluation (e.g. Wood & Wilson, 2003). However, more research
needs to be done on social comparisons within a relationship context before one can
interpret their role.
Temporal Comparison

Two decades afier Festinger’s (1954) seminal work on social comparison, Albert
(1977) proposed a theory of temporal comparison, which suggests that people can also
obtain information about themselves, not only by comparing to other people, but by
comparing their present self to their past self or selves. Albert gave precedence to social
comparisons, suggesting that people would only use temporal comparisons in the absence
of social comparisons and objective information. More recently, however, resegrchers
have suggested that temporal comparisons may be more useful than social comparisons
for various reasons. First, temporal-past information is more readily available for use
than is social comparison information: Many times, a given environment may make it
difficult for people to find similar others with whom to compare, whereas a past self may

almost always be available. Also, comparisons to past selves may be particularly
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preferred by younger adults, who tend o see themselves improving over time more than

do older adults. Therefore, downward comparisons o what they believe to be inferior
pasi selves can be particularly enhancing and beneficial to them {Wilson & Ross, 2000,
Wilson & Ross, 2001}

Ross’ (1989) implicit theory model of memory construction is a good starting
point to discuss the malleability of people’s past identities and how they can affect their
present identities and vice versa. Ross suggests that before one can assess one’s past
standing in regards to a particular attribute, one must first assess one’s present standing
on that trait. Then, an implicit theory of how the attribute may have changed or remained
constant over time is used to assess one’s past standing. If one has a theory of stability,
one will recall one’s standing in the past as similar to one’s present standing on the
attribute. Conversely, if a theory of change is activated, one will recall one’s past
standing as being different from one’s present standing on the attribute.

Wilson and Ross {2001) furthered the notion of a malleable self by proposing a
theory of temporal self-appraisal, which suggests that people choose to maintain posifive
self-regard by viewing their very recent past selves positively, while regarding their
distant past selves negatively. Research on temporal self-appraisal theory has revealed
that university students and middle-aged adults tended to criticize their distant past
selves, particulasly across attributes that were believed 10 be Important, m order {o
enhance their present selfl

These findings can be applied to not only the self, but to dating relationships as
well, What ittle research there is on temporal comparisons in a relationship context has

suggested that people reconstruct their memories of thewr relationship’s history {e.g.,



McFarland & Ross, 1987; Miell, 1987). Often, like social comparisons, people tend to
make downward comparisons to their relationship’s past, meaning they choose to
perceive their relationship’s past as being inferior to their relationship m the present
(Cameron, Ross & Holmes, 2000}, According to longitudinal research, there tends to be
a significant discrepancy between what actually happened in one’s relationship’s past and
what one recalls happening in one’s relationship’s past. People tended to remember
improvement in their relationship over time, even though concurrent relationship
satisfaction ratings showed no such improvement {(Karney & Coombs, 2000; Karney &
Frye, 2002). This has been found to be the case in assessments of one’s relationship’s
recent past more than in assessments of one’s distant relationship past (Karney & Frye,
2002). Frye and Karney suggested that people may revise their memories over time. As
a time period moves into the distant past, one’s motivation to remember that remote time
period in a self-enhancing marmer may dimimsh.

In addition to comparing oneself to the way one was in the past, one can also
compare oneself in the present to how one expects to be in the future. Temporal-future
comparisons are usually not made as frequently as temporal past comparisons, perhaps
because of the hypothetical nature of the future (Wilson & Ross, 2000). When temporal
future comparisons are made, they tend to be upward, meaning people more often
compare to points in their relationship’s future that they think will be superior to thewr
present (Wilson & Ross, 2001). It has been suggested that € s is the case due to people’s
(particularly vounger adulis’) beliefs that they will continue to improve on a given skill or
trait over time {Ross, 1989, Wilson & Ross, 2000; Wilson & Ross, 2001). Similar

findings for temporal-future comparisons are found i a relationship context. Whereas



people tend to prefer to criticize their relationship’s past in order to enhance the way
they feel about the relationship in the present, they tend to prefer to compare to points in
their relationship’s future that they feel will be superior to their relationship in the present
{(Cameron, Ross & Holmes, 2002; Kamey & Frye, 2002; MacDonald & Ross, 1999). It
appears that people tend 1o feel optimistic about the strength of their romantic
relationships, which leads them to believe that their relationship will only continue to
improve over time.
Social Comparison vs. Temporal Comparison

While a2 great deal of research has focused on people’s use of social comparisons
(e.g., Buunk, Oldersma & de Dreu, 2000; Festinger, 1954; Wood, 1989), and a smaller
body of research has focused on people’s use of temporal comparisons ( Albert, 1977,
Cameron, Ross & Holmes, 2002; Wilson & Ross, 2001), only a very small body of
research has focused on people’s use of social comparisons versus their use of temporal
comparisons {e.g. Rickabaugh & Tomlinson-Keasey, 1997, Robinson-Whelen & Kiecolt-
Glaser, 1997; Wilson & Ross, 2000). The litle research that has been conducted on these
choices has provided contradictory findings. Some research indicates a preference for
social comparison- for example, older aduls prefer to make downward comparisons t0
their elderly peers, which may be more gratifying than temporal comparisons on
attributes that may have declined with age (Rickabaugh & Tomlinson-Keasey, 1997,
Robinson-Whelen & Kiscolt-Glaser, 1997). Younger adulis also appear to sometimes
prefer social comparisons, at least in competitive contexts (e.g. Hertzmann & Festinger,

1940; Miller, 1977 as cited in Suls & Mullen, 1982},



In contrast, other research has shown that people (particularly younger people)
tend to make temporal comparisons more frequently than social comparisons when
assessing themselves on various traits such as academic standing, social life (Wayment &
Campbell, 1995} and ability to cope with medical problems {Afifleck & Tennen, 1991},
These findings may reflect vounger adults’ beliefs that they are improving consistently in
a number of traits, thus rendering temporal comparisous particularly enbancing.

Wilson and Ross (2000} investigated the frequencies of both temporal and social
comparisons in people’s self-appraisals. They found that participants compared as much
or more with their past selves than with others. Also temporal comparisons were more
often downward than any other direction, whereas social comparisons occurred with
roughly equal prevalence across the three directions. Also, the type of comparison used
was dependent on the traits being discussed. Specifically, participants tended to use
temporal past comparisons when assessing their level of self-confidence, and social
comparisons when assessing their level of intelligence. A possible reason for this could
be that a person’s self-confidence is fairly privileged information, or information that is
not easily observed in others. Hence, people might have easier access to their own self-
confidence over time than to privileged information about other people’s confidence
levels. Conversely, intelligence is an example of a trait that can be considered relatively
public information, or information that is easily observed in others through such
measures as test performance, reading ability, verbal skills, grades, stc. Hence, social
comparison information may be more readily available for these public attributes.

Tn addition 1o atiribute type (public/privileged), Wilson and Ross {(2000) point to

other factors that might influence comparison prevalence. In another study, they
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examined celebrity interviews in popular magazines and found that the people being
interviewed were much more likely to make comparisons with their past selves than with
others. They suggested that this tendency might be especially pronounced in public
settings when self-presentational concerns would be salient. Society tends 1o look more
favourably upon people who are able to ciiticize themselves (even former selves) than
people who choose to criticize others. Finally, they suggested that self-appraisal goals
might moderate comparison preference. Because temporal comparisons were, for young
adults, more often downward and gratifying, people may prefer temporal comparisons to
fulfill enhancement goals and perhaps rely more on social comparisons to satisfy accurate
self-evaluation goals. In two studies where self-appraisal motives were experimentally
manipulated, this predicted pattern was found.

In summary, it appears that one’s preference for social or temporal comparisons 1
dependent on the dimensions one is making comparisons on, one’s social context, and
one’s self-appraisal goals at the time of the assessment.

Previous Relationship Comparisons

Another interesting, vet under-researched, comparison type is comparison to
one’s previous romantic relationships. What makes this comparison type particularly
interesting is that it involves aspecis of both social and temporal comparisons. The social
comparison element comes from the comparisons one makes between one’s current
romantic partner and one’s previous romantic partner(s), while the temporal comparison
element comes from the comparisons one makes between one’s self as relationship

pariner in the present to one’s self as a partner in the past.
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We were unable to find research investigating the specific comparisons people

make to their previous romantic comparisons, yet there is an interesting body of research
on people’s memories of their previous relationships. Weber, Harvey and Stanley (1987)
discuss the accounts people make for failed past relationships. Weber et al. proposed that
people reconstruct their past relationship accounts over time for their own personal
henefit. Therefore, what one believes occurred in a relationship and what actually
occurred need not be the same. Tt is suggested that such re-constructing of accounts is
done for various reasons, such as to protect one’s self-esteem, to facilitate the grieving
process or to provide one with a perception of control over the events that led to the
dissolution of the relationship and closure.

Andersen and Berk {1998) suggest that relationships with significant individuals
from one’s past may have a profound impact on one’s current relationship. They propose
a socio-cognitive model of transference in everyday interactions, in which mental
representations of past significant others are stored in memory, and are later re-activated
and applied to new significant others in the present, particularly when the new significant
other resembles the past significant other in some way. Research by Anderson and her
colleagues has supposted this theory, as they have found that people showed more
positive facial expressions towards, were more motivated to approach, and expected
bhetter freatment from new individuals who resemble positive past significant others as
compared to new people who resemble a negative past significant other {Andersen,
Reznik & Manzella 1996). It is therefore plausible fo suggest that when one compares 2

Fe

cusrent relationship partner to a previous relationship partner one has had, the extent to
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which one compliments or criticizes one’s new pariner may parfly depend on the

extent to which the new pariner resembles one’s former partner.

»

Frazier and Cook {1993) investigated the correlates of retrospective and current
levels of distress among individuals who had experienced the break up of a previous
relationship. Factors related to high relationship commitment {relationship satisfaction,
closeness, and fawer perceived aliernative partners) were positively correlated with
higher levels of inifial distress following the dissolution of one’s previous relationship
(retrospective ratings of distress). In contrast, coping-related variables (perceptions of
control over the breakup, social support and seif-esteem), were more strongly and
positively correlated to reports of current recovery. These findings suggest that when one
is asked to compare to one’s current relationship and one’s previous relationship, the
extent to which one possesses the above mentioned commitment-related and coping-
related variables should predict the extent to which one feels distressed or recovered in
regards to one’s previous relationship, which in turn may play a role in one interpreting
one’s previous relationship as superior or inferior to one’s current relationship.
Study 1

The present research expands on the limited exploration of people’s preferences
for temporal and social comparisons when assessing romantic relationships. The present
study was an exploratory study conducted to determine which types of comparisons
people reported making when assessing their romantic relationships across various
attributes, the directions of these comparisons {upward, downward, or same level) and to
examine which comparison type led to the most positive reported relationship appraisals.

Also, we expected, based on the findings of Wilson and Ross (2000), that the types of



attributes on which people were evaluzting their relationship would play 2 role in
determining which type of comparison information they were most likely to use. In this
study, participanis were asked to assess their relationship across traits that were likely to
be considered privileged information, meaning information that is known basically
between both partners only {¢.g., satisfaction) and not easily assessed in others. Also,
participants were asked to assess their relationship across traits that were more likely to
be considersd public information, meaning information that is known between both
partners but can also be observed in peers’ relationships {e.g., physical attractiveness of
their relationship pariner). We predicted that people would be more likely to choose to
compare their current relationship presently to how it was in the past, or how they expect
it to be in the future when assessing traits that can be considered privileged information.
Conversely, we predicted that people would be relatively more likely to choose to
compare their current relationship to the relationships of their peers when assessing traits
that can be considered to be public information.

in regards to comparison direction, we predicted that, regardless of the type of
attribute, participants’ temporal comparisons would tend to be downward more often than
lateral or upward. We anticipated that participants would most likely wish to believe that
their relationship had improved and developed over time, thereby increasing the
prevalence with which they reported comparing to inferior memories of their
relationship’s past.

We also predicted that participants’ social comparisons would tend to be
downward more than upward or same-level. Even though research on social comparison

directions for self-assessment has shown greater variability in social comparison
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directions as it relates to individuals, research on social comparison directions for
romantic relationships has shown that people tend to prefer to enhance their current
relationship, while derogating the relationships of their peers by comparieg to what they
feel are inferior other relationships more often than superior or equal refationships (e.g.
Buunk & van der Eijnden, 1997; Buunk & Van Yperen, 1991; Van Lange, Rushult,
Semin-Goosens, Goerts & Staipers, 1999).

Tn addition, we predicted that participants’ temporal fisture comparisons would
tend to be upward more than downward or same-level. We anticipated that participants
would Iikely wish to believe that their relationship would continue to improve over fime,
thereby increasing the prevalence with which they reported comparing {0 superior points
in their relationship’s future.

Finally, because of a lack of past research, we had no clear pradiction for
previous relationship comparisons, but given that past research has shown that people
revise their memories downward for both self-assessments {e.g. Wilson & Ross, 2000,
Wilson & Ross, 2001) and relationship assessments {(e.g. Cameron, Ross & Holmes,
2000; Kamney & Coombs, 2000; Kamey & Frye, 2002; MgcFarland and Ross, 1987), it
seemed reasonable to predict that many previous relationship comparisons would be
downward rather than upward or same-level.

Study 1: Method
Pariicipanis

Participants in this study were 140 undergraduate psychology students at Wilfrid

Laurier University, who participated for course credit and who were currently involved in

romantic dating relationships and had been involved in the same relationship fora
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minimum of three months. Participants were recruited through Wilfrid Laurier

University’s online participant pool.

Materials

The primary material used in this study was a 3-part questionnaire used to
measure the types of comparison information {social vs. temporal past vs. temporal future
vs. previous relationship) that participants report using when they assess their current
romantic relationships. Part A of the questionnaire was divided into two parts. The first
part of the questionnaire assessed the prevalence (how many/ how often) of various forms
of comparison information (Appendix A}. Participants were asked to indicate how likely
they were to use various sources of information to describe their current relationship on
the following attributes: relationship satisfaction, love within the relationship,
relationship passion, relationship closeness, relationship conflict, commitment, common
interests and physical attractiveness of the participant’s relationship partner. These eight
attributes were selected as 2 result of a review of the Hierature as well as through
discussion with colleagues.
Dependert Variables

Perceived prevalence. Participants were asked 1o report how likely they are to
use the following four types of comparison information when assessing their current
relationships on the previously mentioned atiributes: 1) how their current relationship
compares now to what it was like in the past (temporal past comparison), 2) how their
current relationship compares now to what they expect it to be fike in the future (temporal

future comparison), 3) how their current refationship compares now to other romantic



i5
relationships among other university students in their year (social comparison), and 4)

how their current relationship compares now to other relationships that they have had in
the past (previous relationship comparison). Each type of comparison information was
rated on an 11-point scale (0= extremely unlikely, 10= extremely likely) to determine how
likely the participants were fo use each type of comparison information when assessing
their relationship on each of the eight previously mentioned attributes. We were primarily
interested in examining participants’ preferences between social and temporal past
comparisons. Therefore, the order in which participants were presented with social
comparison and temporal past comparison-related questions and suggestions was
counterbalanced throughout all sections of the questionnaire in order to avoid possible
primacy effects due to one comparison typs being consistently presented to participants
first. Because temporal future and previous relationship comparisons were of secondary
interest, questions for these comparison types were always presented afier the social and
temporal past questions.

Prevalence of comparisen directions (open-ended narratives). The second part of
this first section asked participants to expand on the previously-mentioned closed-ended
measures by writing short narratives to further assess their current relationship for sach of
the eight attributes {Appendix B). Participants were instructed to use whatever
information that they thought would help them to generate these descriptions, such as
how their current relationship compares presently to what it was like in the past {(temporal
past comparison) or how they expect it to be in the future (temporal future comparison),
how their current relationship compares presently to other relationships among their

university peers (social comparison), how their current relationship compares presently to
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other relationships they had been involved in previously (previous relationship

comparison). These narratives were Eﬁig‘f coded for frequencies of each direction of each
comparison type. The coding scheme for these narratives can be found in the appendices
section (Appendix G}

Relationship approisals. Part B of the questionnaire assessed the perceived
effects of the various forms of comparison information under investigation on
participants’ relationship appraisals (Appendix C). Participants were asked to give their
own personal overall rating of their current relationship for each of the eight relationship
attributes on an 11-point scale (0= not af all, 10= extremely). Nexi, participants were
asked fo think about their current relationship using sach of the previously mentioned
comparison information types (Appendix D). Specifically, participants were asked how
they would rate their current relationship across each of the eight attributes if they were
to only use each of the four comparison types. For example, “If you compared your
current relationship now only to what it was like in the past (to the point in your
relationship’s past you most often compare), how satisfied would you feel with your
relationship?” This told us whether, overall, participants felt better about their
relationships when considering one type of information over another.

Comparison direction prevalence (closed-ended measure). Part C of the
questionnaire assessed the prevalence with which participants reported using different
directions of each of the four comparisen types when assessing their current relationship
(Appendix E). There were three possible comparison directions: 1) upwarg, or
comparisons made to superior comparison types, 2} downward, or comparisons made o

inferior cotmparison types, and 3} same-level, or comparisons made o equal comparison
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standards. Participants were asked to rate how often they used each of the three
comparison directions when they compared their current relationship in the present to a
point in their current relationship’s past {temporal past comparison), to a peint in their
current relationship’s future (temporal firture comparison}, o the relationships of other
university students in their year (social comparison), to a previous relationship they have
been involved in {combination of both social and temporal comparison) across each of
the eight relationship atiributes. The prevalence of each direction for each type of
comparison was measured on an 11-point scale (0= never, 10= very often).

Public/privileged information. At the end of the questionnaire was a final scale
(Appendix F). This scale asked participants to note whether or not they felt each of the
eight relationship attributes being rated (satisfaction, love, commitment/fidehity, physical
attractiveness, passion, closeness, common interests, conflict) was an example of either
public information or privileged information on an 11-point scale, with higher numbers
indicating a higher level of privileged information.
Procedure

The experimental session began by having participants meet in groups of five to
20 people. Participants were then instructed that the present research was being done 1o
investigate the ways in which university students assess their current dating relationships,
that all of the information they provided would be anonymous and that they had the
option of removing themselves from the experimental session at any time they no longer
felt comfortable participating. Informed consent was then obtained from each participant

and the actual experimental procedure began.
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Participants were then presented with the previously described questionnaire
and were asked to complete it Finally, participants were folly debriefed about the
purpose of the experiment.

Study : Resulls and Discussion

A reliability analysis of all eight traits under investigation was conducted for all
of the three principal sections of Studyl (prevalence, relationship appraisals, and
direction) and all comparison types under investigation. As Table 1 indicates, ali alpha
levels, with the exception of the alpha level for the effects of temporal past comparison
and previous relationship comparison on relationship appraisals, demonstrated that all

eight traits generally provided a global relationship assessment.



Table 1

Alvha levels for Comparison Prevalence, Relotionship Appraisals and Direction

Comparison Types

Social Temp Past Temp Future  Prev Relationship
Prevalence .87 6 84 52

(=121} {n=129) {n=110) (i =100}
Appraisals 78 51 B4 49

{rn=127) {(n=127) {n=125%) (=115}
Directions
Upward 91 86 88 95

{72 = 103) {51 =102} {n=198) (n=2388)
Downward .90 86 92 .94

=113} {n=102}) {r =95} {n=98)
Same-Level 92 88 93 96

{n=100) {n=798) {n=91) {(n=78)

Perceived Prevalence

The perceived prevalence ratings were aggregated across all eight traits for sach
of the four comparison types. A repeated measures ANOVA with comparison type
(social vs. temporal past vs. temporal future vs. previous relationship) as the repeated
variable vielded a significant effect for comparison type, F (3, 381) = 37.47, p < 0001

As Table 2 indicates, both temporal past and temporal future comparisons were reported

to be more frequent than social comparisons and previous relationship comparisons, fs >
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6.67, p < .0001".  The finding that temporal comparisons were reported more

 frequently than social corparisons contradicts the theories of Festinger {1954} and Albert
{1977). However, these findings are consistent with Wilson and Ross’ (2000, 2001)
speculation that temporel comparisons are more self-relevant and readily accessible to
people than are social comparisons. In addition, social desirability may play a role.
Wilson and Ross have suggested that comparing to oneself, or in this case, to one’s
relationship over time, may be more socially acceptable than comparing oneself to others.

Table 2

Overall Mean Prevalence Scores by Comparison Type

Comparison Type

Social Temporal Past Temporal Faturs Previous Relationship

o

3. 204 56.67, 6.68; 3.08,

k4

(2.12) (1.53) (1.78) 2.68)

Note. Different subscripts within the row indicate significant differences between means. Standard
deviations gro in parenthcses.
Relationship Appraisals

Participants reported how they would evaluate each of the eight relationship
attributes if they focused only on one comparison type at a time. Relationship appraisal
ratings were averaged across the eight relationship traits for each comparison type. To

examine which of the four comparison types under investigation lead to the most positive

' Tn: oxder to investigate possible order effects, a subsequent 4 (Comparison Type: social vs. temporal pasi
vs. temperal future ve. previous relationship) x 2 (Comparison Order: social comperison first vs. temporal
past comparison first) mixed ANOVA was conducted on the prevalence date. A significant Z-way
ingeraction was found, F (3, 366) = 6.66, p < 0001, indicating that feraporsl past and temporal future
comparisons were reporied more frequently than social and previous relationship comparisens, especiaily
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relationship appraisals, a repeated measures ANOVA, with comparison type {social vs.
temporal past vs. temporal future va. previcus relationship) as the repeated variable,
yielded a significant effect for comparison type, F (3, 381) =8.31, p < 0001, As Table3
indicates, comparisons 1o previous relationships led participants to report significantly
more positive relationship appraisals than social and temporal past wmg&risamn followed
finally by temporal future comparisons, which resulied in the least positive reporied
relationship appraisals, &5 > 2.07, ps < .04. 1t is possible that participants perceived
previous relationships as being overwhelmingly inferior to their current relationship (a
suggestion which will be further discussed and supported in the section on comparison
direction prevalence). This negative generalization of previous relationships could have,
in turn, made them particularly more flattering than any other comparison type, which
may have led t0 more positive relationship appraisals. Another possible explanation for
why previous relationship comparisons were found to result in more positive relationship
appraisals could be that these comparisons have elements of both social and temporal
comparisons. Therefore, when one compares one’s current relationship to a previous
relationship, in particular an inferior previous relationship, one is able to reap the benefits
of making downward social as well as downward temporal past comparisons, thus
resulting in a more enhanced positive appraisal. One is able to focus on how one’s
current relationship partner is superior to one’s previous pariner as well as how one has
developed as a relationship pariner over time. Conversely, temporal future COMPArisens,
which are generally perceived as being vpward (a suggestion which will be further

supported in the prevalence of comparison direction section), may result in a less positive

when temporal comparison-related questions were presented 1o participants before social COMpAriscn-



current relationship appraisal. Even though temporal future comparisons may

highlight a more positive future, they can also cause the present to pale in COMPArison,
resulting in a less positive current relationship appraisal. Also, comparisons to
hypothetical fisture points may result in feelings of uncertainty. As a result, one may be
hesitant to feel overly positive about one’s current relationship based on such an
uncertain comparison. This latter suggestion is purely speculative as we did not measure
participants’ feelings of certainty towards their various comparison targets.

Table 3

Overall Mean Relationship Appraisal Scores by Comparison Type

Comparison Tvpe

Social Temporal Past Temporal Future Previous Relationship

LY

7.76, 7.78, 7.564 810,

(1.02) (1.46) (1.22) (1.54)

Note. Different subscripts within a row indicate significant differences between imeans. Standard

deviations are in parentheses.

Peyceived Prevalence of Comparison Divections

All eight traits were averaged for each of the four comparison types, and were
analyzed for perceived prevalence of each comparison direction (upward, dowmward,
same-level). A 4 {Comparison Type: social vs. temporal past vs. temporal future vs.
previous relationship) x 3 (Comparison Direction: upward vs. downward vs. same-level)
repeated measures ANOVA was conducted on the direction data, and vielded a

significant comparison type main effect, 7 (3, 330) = 16.66, p < 0001, indicating that

related guestions.
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overall, comparisons of all directions were reported more frequently for social
comparisons than for temporal past and future comparisons, and finally previous
relationship comparisons, #s > 2.68, ps < 009, (M= (SDs) = 4.75(2.34), 438 (2.26), 4.24
(2.36) and 3.74 (2.78) respectively)’. Also, a main effect for comparison direction, F' (2,
220) = 3.94, p = .02, indicated that participants reported significantly more downward
comparisons than upward or same-level comparisons (Ms ($Ds) =: 452 (2.44), 4.14
(2.46) and 4. 18 {2.42) respectively), 5> 2.69, ps < 008. A significant Comparison
Type x Comparison Direction interaction was found, 77 {6, 660) = 41.30, p < .0001.
Repeated measures ANOVAs on each comparison type separately yielded a significant
direction effect for social comparisons, F (2, 264} = 16.03, p< 0001, temporal future
comparisons, F {2, 266) = 41.66, p < .0001, and previous relationship comparisons, {2,
238) = 58.44, p < .0001, but not for temporal past comparisons /7 (2, 268) = .083, p=92.
As Table 4 indicates, participants reported significantly more downward social
comparisons, followed by same-level social comparisons and then by upward social
comparisons, #s > 2.29, ps < .02. Participants reported significantly more downward
previous relationship comparisons than either same-level and upward previous

relationship comparisons, s >7.92, ps < 002. Participants reported significantly more

% 1n order to cxamine possible order effects, » subsequent 4 (Comparison Type: social vs. temporal past vs.
temporal fiture vs. previgos relationship) x 3 (Comparison Direction: upward vs. downward v8. same-
level) x 2 (Comparison Order: social comparison first ve. temporal comparison firsty) ANOVA was
congducted on the direction data. A significant Comparison Type x Comparison Type Order interaction was
found, 7 (3, 327) = 4.57, p = 004, indicating that social comparisens of all directions were reported more
frequently than temporal pasi comparisons and fnally temporal future and previous relationship
comparisons of all directions when social comparison-related guestions were presented to participants
before temporat comparison-related questions. In contrast, social, temporal past and temporal future
comparisons of all disections were reported more freguently than previous relationship comparisons of ali
directions when temporal comparison-related questions were presented {o participants before social
comparison-related guestions.
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upward temporal future comparisons, followed by same-level temporal future

comparisons and then by downward temporal fiture comparisons, £s >3.14, ps < 0001,

Table 4

Overall Mean Divection Prevalence Scores by Comparison Type

Comparison Tyns

Social Temporal Past Temporal Future Previous Relationship
Upward 421, 4.55, 5.17. 2.90,

(2.40) (2.31) | (2.23) (2.69)
Downward 536 4 48, 331 522

{2.30) {(2.28) {2.30) {2.94)
Same- Level 467, 4 56, 4,56, 2.97,

{2.35) {2.20) {2.40) {2.60)

Noie. Different subscripts within a column indicate the significant differcnces betwesn means. Standard

are deviations in parentheses.

These findings suggest that, as predicted, one prefers to enhaace the state of one’s

current romantic relationship by choosing to draw comparisons to inferior relationships

among one’s peers or to worse previous relationships. Also, these findings suggest that

one prefers to remain optimistic about the future of one’s current romantic relationship by

drawing comparisons to superior points in one’s relationship’s future. This suggests that

young adults feel that their current romantic relationship will continue to grow and

improve over time. However, contrary to our predictions, participants reported all
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temporal past comparison directions equally. A possible explanation for this finding
may be that cur sample cousisted mostly of first year university students, many of whom
may possibly be in either long distance or short term refationships. For these students, it
may be more difficult to think of points in their relationship’s past that would be inferior
to their relationship in the present; either because the relationship is oo much in the
“honeymoon phase” 1o have many negative memories to compare 1o, or because the past
was better for both partners before the relationship became long-distance. As a result,
people may not feel comfortable consistently derogating their relationship’s history, yet
at the same time, are not willing to admit to their relationship’s past being wholly
superior to the present.

Tt should be noted that, as previously mentioned, temporal past and temporal
future comparisons were reported most frequently in the prevalence section of the
questionnaire, vet in the direction prevalence section, social comparisons were most
frequently reported, collapsed across direction. Wood and Wilson (2003) have addressed
this concern and suggest that broad questions about overall social comparison prevalence
may elicit the previously mentioned social desirability concerns. Also, people may be
burdened by such a broad question and have difficulty recalling past social comparison
experiences. Yet when people are asked sbout more specific comparison behaviour, as
was the case in the direction section of the questionnaire, the need for recall and synthesis
of multiple comparisons is alleviated. Finally, it may be that the reported discrepancy in
prevalence is, in part, an artifact of how the questions were organized. In the general
prevalence section, participants reported the frequency of each comparison type relative

to other comparison types. In the comparison direction section, participants may have,
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other directions. If the scale was used fo indicate relative frequency of direction within
each comparison type, then these means may have been less likely to acourately reflect
the frequency across comparison types relative to one another. Perhaps in future
research, participants could be more clearly instructed to report comparisons of each
direction relative to all other types and directions.
Correlations

Participants’ current ratings of each of the eight traits (with higher numbers
indicating more positive ratings) were averaged and correlated with reported frequencies
of each comparison direction averaged across all eight traits. As Table S indicates,
significant negative correlations were found between participants’ mean level of
satisfaction across all & traits and upward social comparisons, upward temporal past
comparisons, downward temporal future comparisons, upward previous relationship
comparisons, and same-level previous relationship comparisons. No other correlations
reached significance.

Tt appears that those who are most satisfied with the current state of their romantic
relationship are least likely to draw comparisons which may threaten their current

relationship appraisal.



(e8]
.

Table 5

Correlations Besween Mean Atiribute Satisfaction Ratings and Comparison Directions

Comnarison Tvoe

Soc Temp P Temp F Prey Rel
% % ® *
Rating Rating Rating Rating
Direction
Upward - 20%* - 24FF 01 -~ 39%%*
(n=133)Y {(n=1306) {n=136} {r=121)
Downward 08 -07 - 24%% 02
{(n=137y (=137 {n=136) {n=127)
Same-Level 05 01 04 - 2]
{(r=137) (n=135) {n=135) {rr= 125}

Note. Soc= Social Comparison, Temp P= Temporal Past Comparisen, Temp F= Temporal Future
Comparison, Prev Rel = Previous Relationship Comparison
* <05
% <01
Public vs. Privileged Information Analyses

Past research suggests that people’s preferences for social and temporal
comparisons are often dependent on the traits being discussed. Previous research has
suggested that people show greater preference for temporal comparisons when assessing
themselves on privileged fraits, which cannot casily be assessed in others. Conversely,

previous research has suggested that people show a greater preference for social
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comparisons when assessing themselves on public traits, which can easily be assessed

in others (Wilson & Ross, 2000). We were interested in examining whether or not
preference for social and temporal comparisons would be trait-dependent for relationship
appraisals. Specifically, we predicted that people would be more likely to prefer
temporal comparisons for private attributes and social comparisons for public relationship
attributes.

To investigate these predictions, the eight traits under investigation were
designated into public and privileged categories by each trait’s mean score on the
public/privileged rating scale presented at the end of the questionnaire. The traits with
the four highest means were placed in the privileged group (satisfaction, love, passion
and closeness), whereas the traits with the four lowest means were placed in the public
group {commitment, common interests, conflict and partner’s physical attractiveness). A
reliability analysis was conducted for public and privileged traits separately for all of the
three principal sections of Study1 {prevalence, relationship appraisals, and direction) for
all comparison types. As Tables 6 and 7 indicate, the majority of alpha levels
demonstrate that the four public traits provide a relatively good global measure of
relationship assessment, as do the four privileged traits. In general, alphas for the

relationship appraisal ratings are notably lower than any other measurement type,
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Table &

Alpha levels for Comparison Prevalence, Relationship Appraisals and Direction Across

Public Traits

Comparison Types
Soc Tenp P Temp ¥ Prev Rel
Prevalence .72 .55 74 &5
(r= 124y (=130} {(n=116} (r=109)
Appraisals 42 44 52 35

{n=131) {n=131) {n=129) 7= 120)

Directions
Upward 80 78 81 87
{(n=110) {(rn=106) {n=107) {n=93)
Downward 82 72 84 89
{(n=11%) (=100} (n=103) (n=104)
Same-Level .86 78 88 92
{n =104} {n =106} {rn=299) {n=291)

Note. Soc= Social Comparison, Temp P= Temporal Past Comparison, Temp F= Temporal Future

Comparison, Prov Rel= Previous Relationship Comparison
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Alpha levels for Comparison Prevaience, Relationship Appraisals and Direction Across

Privileved Troits

Comparison Types

Soc Temp P Temp I Prev Rel
Prevalence 68 62 65 84

{r= 131} (=135} {n=123) {n=109)
Appraisals 83 31 .85 31

{n=128) {n=128) {n=127) {(n=117}
Directions
Upward 86 73 82 b1

(=108} (n=107) {n=103%) {(n=194)
Downward 83 79 88 80

{n=117) {n=109) {n=100) {n=106)

Same-Level 85 R 86 .89
{n= 100} {rn =100} {n=100) (n=87)

Note. Soc= Social Comparisen, Temp P= Temporal Past Comparison, Temp F= Temporal Future

Comparison, Prev Rel= Previous Relationship Comparison

Perceived Prevalence

To examine the effects of public/privileged information on the reported

prevalence of various comparison types, the prevalence data were first analyzed with 2 4



{(Comparison Type: social comparison vs. temporal past comparison vs. temporal

uture comparison vs. previous relationship comparison) x 2 {Public/Privileged: public
vs. privileged information) repeated measures ANOVA. Comparison type main effect
patterns were the same as in the overall analysis. A significant main effect for
public/privileged, 7 (1, 122) = 11.96, p = .02 indicated more comparisons overall were
reported for privileged traits than public traits (Ms (SDs)= 6.04 (2.12) and 5.82 (2.27)
respectively). This main effect was qualified by a significant Comparison Type x
Public/Privileged interaction F (3, 366) = 6.46, p < .0001. To determine which
comparison type showed the greatest difference in prevalence across public and
privileged traits, difference scores were obtained by subtracting the overall privileged
score from the overall public score for each comparison type. The greatest difference in
prevalence from public to privileged traits was found for temporal past COmMpAarisons,
compared to all other comparison types, #s > 2.52, ps < .01 (Ms(SDs) = temporal past
comparison: - 70 {1.88), social comparison: -.25 (1.48), temporal future compariscn : - 19

(1.52) and previous relationship comparison: .14 (1.71) respectively) (See Table g).}

* In order to cxaminge possible order effects, a 4 (Comparison Type: social vs. ieraporal past vs. temporal
future vs. previous relaticnship) x 2 (Public/Privilsged: public vs. privileged information) x 2 {Comparison
Order: social comparison first vs, temporal past comparison first) mixed ANOVA was conducted. A
significant Comparison Type x Public/privileged x Comparisen Type Order interaction was found, (3,
351) = 4.78, p= 003, indicating that temporal comparisons were reporied more freguently across
p@:ﬁ“@ﬁ@g@ﬁ traits than public traits when temporal comparison-related questions were presented w
participants before secial comparison-related questions.
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Tabic 8

Mean Comparison Prevalence Across Public and Privileged Traits

Comparison Type
Social Temporal Past  Temporal Future Previous Relationship
Public 5.18,. 631 6.635s 3,164
(2.25) {199 2.12) {5.16)
Trait
Privileged 5.3%9 6.98 6.77ca 5.0
{2.22) {1.60) {1.30) {2.85)

Note. First subscript in each pair ropresents significant differsnces between means within rows. Second
subscript in each pair represents significant differences between means within columns. Standard

deviations are in parentheses.

These findings offer partial support to our original hypothesis. Temporal past
comparisons, as predicted, were reported to be made more frequently across privileged
traits than any other comparison type. However, we also predicted that social
comparisons would be made more frequently than any other CoOmparison type across
public traits. This prediction was not supported, as once again, temporal comparisons
were made more frequently than any other comparison type across public traits.
‘ﬁ@ww&r, in terms of relative preference, temporal past comparisons were most preferred

relative to other comparison types across privileged traits, whereas only a small
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preference for temporal comparison relative to other comparison types was found
geross public {raits.
Relationship Appraisals

Like the prevalence data, the relationship appraisal data were first analyzed by a
4 (Comparison Type: social comparison vs. temporal past comparison vs. temporal
future comparison vs. previous relationship comparison) X 2 (Public/Privileged: public
vs. privileged information} repeated measures ANOVA. Comparison type main effect
patterns were the same as in the overall analysis. Also, a significant main effect was
found for public/privileged, F {1, 125)=96.21, p < 0001, with all comparison types
resulting in more positive relationship appraisals on privileged traits than on public traits
{(Ms(SDs)= 8.47 (2.03) and 7.13 (1.10), respectively). T his main effect was qualified by
a significant comparison type X public/privileged interaction F (3, 375) = 3.46,p < 001,
As Table 9 indicates, all comparison types led to equally positive relationship appraisals
across public traits, &5 < 1.25, ps > 21, whereas previous f@imméghégz comparisons led to
more positive relationship appraisals than other comparison types 2cross privileged traits,
s> 218, p < 031. Next, difference score analyses revealed that the largest difference in
positive relationship appraisals from public traits to privileged traits was found in
previous relationship comparisons followed by social and temporal past cOmpAarisons,
whereas the smallest difference was found for temporal future comparisons, 15> 2.00, p <

05 (Ms (SDs)= - 1.77(2.55), -1.33 (1.52), -1.20 (2.54) and - 97 (1.39) respectively. Itis

[

possible that privileged aspects of previous relationships are fairly remote MEmoTies

which are difficult for others to verify. As a result, they are particularly susceptible to

o



creative license, thus rendering them more mallesble, resulting in the most positive
relationship appraisals.
Table ©

Mean Relationship Appraisals For Each Comparison Type Across Public ond Privileged

Traits
Comparison Types
Social  Temporal Past  Temporal Future  Previous Relationship
Public 7.08a T 15 708 7204
{1.04) {1.05) {1.07) {1.23)
Traits
Privileged 8424 8.384% B.07w 8.99
{1.46} {2.54) (1.57) (2.55)

Note. First subscript in each pair represents significant differences between means within 1ows. Second
subscript in each pair represents significant differences between means within cohnmns. Standard
deviations are in parentheses.

Prevalence of Comparison Directions

First, the comparison direction data were analyzed by a 4 {Comparison Type:
social vs. temporal past vs. temporal future vs. previous relationship) x 3 {Comparison
Direction: upward vs. downward vs. same-level) x 2 (Public vs. Privileged imformation)
repeated measures ANOVA. Comparison type and comparison direction main effects
were the same as in the overall analysis. A significant public/privileged main effect was

found, F (1, 106} = 2673, p <0001, indicating that overall comparisons of all directions

3



and types were made more feguently for privileged traits than for public fraits (Ads
($Dg)=4.47 (1.66) and 4.07 {1.86) respectively). Also, a significant Comparison Type x
Comparison Direction x Public/Privileged interaction was found, F {8, 728 =565, p<
0061, This 3-way interaction was imvestigated further by subsequent 3 (Comparison
Direction: upward vs. downward vs. same level) x 2 (Public/Privileged: public vs.
privileged information} repeated measures ANGV As conducted for each of the 4
comparison types. Again direction main effects were the same as in the overall analysis.

A significant public/privileged effect was also found for social, temporal past and
temporal future comparisons, all F5> 11.11, ps < 001, but not for previcus relationship
comparisons, F (1, 108} = 862, p= .36. For social, temporal past, and temporal future
comparisons, all comparison directions were significantly more prevalent across
privileged traits than across public traits (social comparison Ms (§Ds) = 4.89 (1.88) and
4.53 (1.99) respectively, temporal past comparison Ms (8Ds) = 4.73 (1.76) and 4.17
{(1.87) respectively, temporal future comparison Ms (SDs)= 4.52 (1.87) and 3.93 (1.98)
respectively).

Significant Comparison Direction x Public/Privileged interactions were found for
temporal future comparisons and previous relationship comparisons, F5> 13.79, ps <
0001, but not for social comparisons and temporal past comparisons, F5 < 643, ps > 53,
As Table 10 indicates, both upward and same-level temporal fiture comparisons were
more prevalent for privileged traits than for public traits, 15> 2.28, ps <.02. Also,
dowmnward previous relationship comparisons were significantly more prevalent for

privileged {raite than public traits, £ (118) =4.25, p <000L



Table 10
Mean Temporal Future and Previous Relationship Comparison Direction Frequencies

across Public and Privileced Troiis

Comparizon Tvpes

Temporal Future | Previous Relationshio

Directions
Upward 4§49, 3.03.
{2.49) (2.75)
Public Downward 308, 4 Db,
{2.34) {3.06)
Same Level 422, 3.08,
Traits {2.60) {2.79)
Upward 562 285,
(2.43) (2.87)
Privileged Downward 333, 5. 56
(2.44) (3.04)
Same Level 4614 291,
(255 (2.62)

Note, First set of subscripts shows significant differences in wmeans betwesn directions within each
public/priviteged group separatelv. Second set of subscripis shows sigaifican: differences in means

between public/privileged groups within each direction. Standard devigiions are in parsntheses.



w
e

Participants were likely able to draw relationship-enhancing comparisons io
their past failed relationships as well as to hypothetical points in their relationship’s
future across privileged traits due to the fact that privileged traits are more ambiguous
and less easily verified, making it easier for participants to use creative license 1o
interpret them in ways which are most beneficial for their current relationship appraisals.
Conversely, public traits are easier to verify. As a result, participants in this study might
have had considerably more difficulty enhancing their relationship across the more
verifiable public traits than across ambiguous privileged traits.

Cpen-Lnded Analyses

Inter-Rater Reliability

The open-ended narratives were coded for the frequency with which participants
made upward, downward and same-level social, temporai past, temporal future and
previous relationship comparisons. A second rater, who was blind to the true purpose of
the study, coded a random 23% of the narratives. Religbility, as calculated using Cohen’s
kappa, was acceptable for identification of social comparisons {.82), temaporal past
comparisons {.79), temporal future comparisons {75} and previous relationship
comparisons {93). Inter-rater agreement, before making Cohen’s correction for chance,
was above 90% for all comparison types.
Prevalence of Directions: All Traits Combined

These open-ended analyses were conducted in an attempt 1o replicate our closed-
ended comparison prevalence and direction findings using a different methodology. We
were interested in examining whether or not participants spontaneous relationship

appraisal narratives would produce the same results as would the more structured closed-
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ended analyses, in which participants were specifically asked to provide frequencies

with which they made upward, downward and same-level comparisons of each
comparison type. First, the open-ended data were aggregated across all sight traits for
each of the 4 comparison types. Next, a 4 {Comparison Type: social comparison vs,
temporal past comparison vs. temporal future comparison vs. previous relationship
comparison) x 3 {Comparison Direction: upward vs. downward vs. same-level) repeated
measures ANOVA was conducted. A significant type main effect was found, 7 (3, 417)

= 78.27, p < .0001, indicating that temporal past comparisons were more frequently made
than social, previous relationship or temporal future comparisons, £5 > 3.27, ps < .001

(Ms (SDs)= 1.29 {94), 42 (.59) . 38 (.59} and .19 (35) respectively)’. Also, a significant
direction main effect was found, F (2, 278) = 38.36, p < 0001, indicating that downward
comparisons were made more frequently than same-level and upward comparisons, &>
3.94, ps < 0001 (Ms (SDs)= 89 (.82}, .51 (47) and 31 (39) respectively). Main effects
were qualified by a significant Comparison Type x Comparison Direction interaction, /*
(6, 834) = 11.85, p < .0001. As Table 11 shows, when making social and previous
relationship comparnisons, participants made significantly more frequent downward
comparisons, followed by equal amounis of same-level and upward comparisons, s >
430, ps < 0001, When making temporal past comparisons, participants made
significantly more downward comparisons, followed by same-level comparisons, and

finally upward comparisons, #5 > 231, ps < 02, Finally, participants made significantly

* In order to examine possible order effects, a subssquent 4 {Comparison Type: social vs, temporal past vs.
sernporal future ve. previcus relationship) x 3 (Comparison Direction: wpward ve. downward vs. same-
fevel) x 2 (Comparisen Order social comparison fet ve temporal past compurison first) mined ANOVA
was conduried on the navrative data. A Sigetficant Comparison Type x Comparisor Type Oder
interaction was found, F (3, 414y = 221, p= 03, indicatiag thal temporal past comparisons were reporied
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more temporal fivture same-level comparisons followed by egual amounts of upward

LAy

and downward comparisons, 5 > 2.59, py < 01,
Table 11

Overall Mear Direction Prevalence Scores by Comparison Type per Narvative for Open-

Ended Anadyses

Comparison Tvns

Social Temwpora Past Temporal Future Previous Relatiopship

Upward 19, 81, 16q 07,
{62} {1.25) {48} | {37)
Downward .79 172 A8, Oty
{1.38) {183} {30} {1.56)
Same- Level 28, 1.32, 34, NN
(7% {1.50% {.65) {53}

Note. Different subscripts within a columa indicate the significant differences between means within
columns. Standard deviations are in parentheses.

In the open-ended narratives, ocur initial hypotheses were supported, as
participants preferred to make comparisons to inferior relationships among their peers,
inferior points in their current relationship’s past, as well as inferior previous
relationships. These findings suggest that participants preferred to maks comparisons of

various types which enhanced the state of their present relationship. The open-ended

findings for temporal past comparisons differ from the temporal past comparison findings

e

mocre Frequently than any other comparison type, pasticelarly when temporal comparison-related guestions
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in the closed-ended section, which showed that temporal comparisons of all directions

were reported with egual frequency, whereas a preference for downward temporal past
comparisons was found for the open-ended narratives. This contradiction may be due to
methodology. Perhaps, the open-ended narrative measure led participanis to
spontaneously assess their relationship by focusing on the most accessible and perhaps
rewarding elements of the relationship. However, the more structured, closed-ended
direction section may have brought to mind a more varied mix of comparisons, thus
encouraging participants 1o provide a more even distribution of prevalence across all
directions.

We also found conflicting results for temporal fiture comparisons. In the closed-
ended section of our questionnaire, participants reported making more comparisons o
superior points in their relationship’s future, suggesting that people are optimistic about
their relationship. However, in the open-ended narratives, participants made more
comparisons to equal points in their relationships future. Given that the number of future
comparisons in the open-ended section is low, it is difficult to know whether these two
patterns are meapmgfolly different. Upon examination of the same-level temporal future
comparisons in the narratives, it appears that the vast majority highlight a relationship
strength that is expected to continue. Hence, both temporal future upward and same-level
comparisons represent generally enhancing content and are not particulerly inconsistent

with one another,

were presenied to pavticipanis before social comparispa-related guestions.
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Study 1: Conclusion

Stadyl adds to the relatively small Bterature investigating the choices people
mzke between social and temporal comparisons for evaluating romantic relationships.
Also, the present research adds to the very small literature on previous refationship
comparisons. As well, whereas past research used only one or two methods 1n 2 given
study to investigate comparison standards, the present research accomplishes this task
through several exploratory methods: overall comparison prevalence, relationship
appraisals, prevalence of comparison directions, as well as open-ended relationship
narratives. The methods that we used in this study reflect 2 variety of procedures found
in the literature {e.g. Goolsby & Chaplin, 1988; Tavlor, Neter & Wayment, 1995
Wayment & Campbell, 2000; Wilson & Ross, 2000). Also, the same types of
inconsistencies that we observed can also be observed across studies using these various
methods (see Wood & Wilson, 2003 for a review).

However, like all research, the present study has #s limitations. The
measurements we used were self-report methods. People were not given real comparison
information and asked to select what interested them most, nor were they exposed to
specific comparison targeis to assess impact. In each section, participants reported their
memories for the types of comparisons they typicaliy use, or were asked to hvpothetically
estimate the effects of a range of comparisons of & particular type. These self-report
measures contain a fow problematic issues, First, ’s the possibility of social
desirability issues, which may have affected the prevalence with which participants
admitted making certain comparisons (1.e., social comparisons in the general prevalence

section} that may be frowned upon in society. Second, when one is asked 1o report the
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prevalence with winch one makes particular comparisons, or anything for that matier,

there is always the possibility of memory and accessibility problems, which raises the
question of whether or not one’s behaviour and one’s memory of the behaviour are the
same.

It is also plausible that the order in which companson-related questions were
presented to participants may have influenced certain results. As previously mentioned,
only social comparison and temporal past comparison-related questions were
counterbalanced throughout the questionnaire. Therefore, temporal future and previous
relationship comparison-related questions were always presented to participants last. As
a result, the salience of these final two comparison types may have been compromised,
resulting in a lower prevalence of temporal future and previous relationship comparisons
across several measures in Study 1 (i.e. low general prevalence of previous relationship
comparisons and a low prevalence of both temporal future and previous relationship
comparisons of all directions in the closed-ended direction measure and the open-ended
narratives).

Also, we failed to ask participants to provide several important and useful pieces
of demographic and background information such as gender, age, relationship
experience, sexual orientation, and whose ides it was to dissolve their previous
relationship (s}, thus rendering it impossible to investigate whether or not this
demographic and background information may heve moderated cevtain effects. For
instance, it would have been interesting 1o investigate whether or not males and females
or gays and lesbians and heterosexuals prefer different types of comparisons, or make

different amounts of enhancing comparisons when assessing their relationships. Also, we
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could have investigated whether or not one’s previous relationship history (e.z. one’s
number of past refationships and whether or not one initiated the break-up of these
relationships) affects the extent to which one chooses to criticize one’s past romances had
we asked participants to provide information regarding their dating history.

In summation, an interesting extension to this research would be to investigate
how various personality characteristics and beliefs affect the types of comparisons one
makes when appraising one’s current relationship.

Study 2

In Study 1, using several different methods, we examined how relationship
partners viewed the role of various comparison standards in their appraisals of their
romantic relationships. Since Study1 might be best characterized as representing people’s
beliefs about their comparison use, we sought to complement this work by further
investigating not only people’s beliefs, but the actual effects of the various types of
comparisons in Study 2. If people are exposed to a single comparison of a specific type
and direction, how does it affect their evaluation of their relationship? We asked people
to generate a specific comparison target (e.g., an inferior past relationship, a superior
peer’s relationship) in regards to a specific relationship trait, and then asked them how
they would evaluate their own relationship on that trait. Although Study showed that
comparisons 1o previous relationships resuli in the most positive relationship appraisals,
we were somewhat hesiiant to predict that this would also be the case in Study 2, dug o
the different methodologies across both studies.

However, the effects of comparisons on relationship appraisals are not always

straightforward. Typically, downward comparisons are considered to be gnhancing,
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whereas upward comparisons are considered to be threatening. Study 2 investigated

how certain beliefs and attitudes can serve to moderaiz the effects of comparisons of
various types and directions. This study also extended our findings from Study1 and
examined whether these beliefs and attiudes can moderate people’s self-reported
frequencies of such comparisons.

Study 1 indicated that when people assess their romantic relationships, they tend
to compare to worse other relationships, worse previous relationships and worse points in
their current relationship’s past, as well as better points in their relationship’s future.
Typically, these types of comparisons suggest 3 desire for enhancement, resulting in
positive affect. However, a particular comparison direction will not always have a
particular affective result.

In regards to social comparisons, Buunk, Collins, Taylor, Van Yperen and Dakof
(1990} suggest that both upward and downward comparisons can have either 2 potential
positive or negative affective ovtcome. For instance, learning that one’s peer is superior
provides one with two types of information: a) the negative affective osuicome that one is
not better than evervone, and b) the positive affective outcome that one can potentially
become better. Past research has supported the notion that upward comparisons need not
atways have a negative affective result. Taylor and Lobel {198%) show that cancer

patients reported feeling encouraged when a fellow cancer sufferer has recovered from
the disease. Also, research has shown that people who have various problematic

behavicurs such as smoking or snake phobizs, and are exposed to others who have been

able to overcome these problems or fears, have shown significant improvement in
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overcoming these behaviours themselves (Bandura, Adams & Bever, 1977; Bandura,

Reese & Adams, 1982; Meichenbaum, 1971}

The same holds true for downward comparisons. Learning that one is superior 1o
another provides oune with a) the positive affective outcome that one is not as badly off as
others, and b) the negative affective outcome that one could potentially become worse,
which can cause one 1o lower one’s expectations and aspirations for the fisture (Brown &
Inouye, 1978). Research supports the notion that downward comparison need not always
have a positive affective resuli. Tesser (1986) suggesied that when people learn of close
others who are worse off than them on a dimension that is not central to self-identity, it
can cause them to feel negatively. Also, Brown and Inouye (1978) found that when
people were led to believe that they were similar to an inferior confederate, they had
lower performance expectations and demonstrated reduced persistence in attempting to
complete a subsequent anagram task. Therefore, how 2 person feels a5 a result of both
upward and downward comparisons depends on how they interpret the information
presented to them.

Level of Control

Several factors can serve fo moderate the affect that is produced by comparisons.
One such moderator may be the level of control people feel they have over the
comparicon dimension, When people feel that they have the conirol needed to change or
alter the comparison dimension in question, they may believe they possess the ability to
reach or surpass the standing of their superior comparison standards, and to avoid the fate
of their inferior comparison standards (Buunk et al., 1990). Testa and Major (1990}

found that levels of depression were lower among people who compared to superior
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others {upward comparison), and perceived high control over their depression than

those who perceived hittle control. Buunk ot al {1990) also found that cancer patients who
felt that they couid control their symptoms as well as the future siate of their illness, were
less likely to feel threatened by exposure to very ill patients (downward comparison),
Relationship Satisfaction

Yet ancther moderator of the impact of comparisons of various types may be level
of relationship satisfaction. Buunk et al {1990} found that people with high levels of
marital dissatisfaction reporied more frequently feeling negatively when they compared
themselves with couples who had better marriages, and {0 a lesser extent when they
compared with worse marriages than did people with low levels of marital dissatisfaction.
Also, marital dissatisfaction had an effect on the prevalence of downward comparisons,
which resulted in positive affect. People in happy marriages reported more frequently
feeling positively in response to downward comparisons than those whose marriages
were less satisfying. Marital dissatisfaction did not influence the prevalence with which
positive affect upward comparisons were made. However past research has shown that
people with high levels of self esteem are better able than their low self-esteem
counterparts to deflect the threat of upward social comparisons and highlight their
constructive uses for seli-assessment {Tolling, 1996, Mussweiler, Gabriel &
Bodenhausen, 2000}, Since past research has shown 2 relation between self-esieem and
relationship satisfaction {Cramer, 2003, Eldridge & Gilbert, 1990; Hendrick, Hendrick &
Adler, 1988), we are %'ségiiaﬁ% 10 reject the notion that relationship satisfaction can
influence the level of positive affect one experiences in one’s relationship across various

comparison standards.
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Therefore, we predicted, based on our findings from Studyl zs well as the

findings of past research, that participants would fee! most positively about the love in
their romantic relationship when asked to make downward social, temporal past or
previous relationship comparisons or upward temporal future comparisons, and when
they perceive high conirol over the love in their relationship or are bighly satisfied with
their current relationship. Conversely, we expected that participants would feel least
positively about the love in their romantic relationship when asked to make upward
social, temporal past and previous relationship comparisons or downward temporal future
comparisons, and when they perceive low control over the level of love in their
relationship or when they are highly dissatisfied with their current relationship.

In addition, when asked to report the frequency with which they make positive
and negative affect comparisons of all directions, we expected that participants would
report more downward social, temporal past and previous relationship comparisons and
more upward temporal future comparisons. Finally, we expected that when participants
perceived high control or high relationship satisfaction, they would report that more of
these enhancing comparisons resulted in positive affect than negative affect than when
they perceived low control or low satisfaction. We also expected participants to report
fewer upward social, temporal past and previous relationship comparisons and dowaward
temporal future comparisons. Also, we expected that when participants perceived low
control or low relationship satisfaction, they would report that more of these threatening
comparisons resulied in negative affect than positive affect versus when they perceived

high control or high relationship satisfaction.
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Study 2 FPre-tesi: Attribute Selection

Before conducting the second study, we conducted & pre-test in order to select the
relationship attribute which would be the focus of participants’ relationship appraisals in
this study. The purpose of this pre-test was 1o select a relationship atiribute for which
perceived control could be effectively manipulated. Therefore, in this pre-test,
participanis were asked to indicate how much they believed a variety of different
relationship atinibutes (love, satisfaction, commitment, closeness, common inferests,
conflict, passion, physical aftractiveness of one’s relationship partner, isalousy, trust,
communication, fuifillment, mutual understanding, honesty, supportiveness, affection,
romance and mutual respect) could be controlled on an 11-pount scale (0= not ar all
controliable to 10 extremely controllable). “We hoped to find an attribute that
participants tended to rate towards the midpoint of the scale, indicating that participants
did not consider that particular attribute 1o be overwhelmingly controliable or
uncontroliable. Results of this pre-test indicated that the mean for the attribute of love
was closer to the mid-point of the scale (M (5D} = 6.16 {1.97)) than was any other
attribute on the list. Therefore, we concluded that love would be the most appropriate
attribute o use in Study 2.

Study 2: Meain Experiment Method
Participaris

Participants in this study were 128 undergraduate psychology students at Wilfiid

Laurier University, who participated for course credit and who, af the time, were

currently mvolved in romantic dating relationships and had been involved in the same
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relationship for a minimum of three months. Participants were recruited through the

Wilthid Laurier University onliy riicipant pool.
Independent Variables

Relationship satisfaction measure. The first measure used in this study was the 8-
itemn Buunk (1990} relationship satisfaction scale {Cronbach’s alpha = 87). Five of the
items refer to negative emotions, behaviours and experiences, such as “My partner
irritates me”. Three of the items refer to positive emotions, behaviours and experiences,
such as “Things are going well between us”. Participanis rated their relationship from 1
{(never) to 5 {very offen) (Appendix H). We chose to directly measure relationship
satisfaction rather than manipulate it for several reasons. First, there are obvious ethical
concerns that come with frying to convince people that they are not satisfied with their
current relationship. Second, it is difficult to meaninghully alter one’s level of
satisfaction. In contrast, it may be less ethically ymﬁ@ma&%@ to manipulate perceived
control, which is merely a belief about one particular relationship aspect, rather than a
core assessment of one’s relationship such as one’s level of satisfaction. Therefore, any
effects of a manipulation of perceived control are more likely 1o be easily dispelied
through debriefing. Conversely, if we were to attempt to alter participants’ level of
relationship satisfaction, there is the possibility that the negative manipulation could lead
participanis to actively retrieve other negative aspects of their relationship as well, which
may be considerably more difficult to dispel through debricfing. In addition to the sthical
considerations, we suggest that 2 manipulation of perceived contrel may be easer to
carry out than a2 manipulation of relationship satisfaction. Participants” beliefs about the

controllability of love may be less certain and more moderate than their feelings of



satisfaction; hence, they may be more susceptible to having their controllability belief
swayed one way or the other,

Perceived conirol over love manipuiation. In this study, we atiempted 1o
manipulate the level of control participants felt they had over the love in their current
relationship. We decided fo use a manipulation, in order to measure the causal effects of
controliability on participants’ relationship appraisals and 1o control for possible other
personality variables that may have an effect on perceived controllability. Perceived
contre! was manipulated by presenting participants with a mock abstract of previous
research that claimed either that a majority of people experience having high control over
love, or experience low control over love in their relationship (Appendix 1}, After
completing the manipulation task, participants were asked to rate the amount of control
they perceived over the level of love in their current relationship on an 11-point scale
ranging from 0 {(no control af ally to 10 (exireme confroly. This scale wasused as 2
manipulation check, as well as an individual difference measure of controliability in the
event that the manipulation task was proven to be unsuccessful. In addition, participants
rated the extent to which they considerad love to be a type of public information or
privileged information on an 1 1-point scale, with higher numbers indicating 2 higher
perceived level of privileged information’. Next, participants rated the perceived
importance of love in their relationship on an 1 1-point scale from O (notf of all imporiant)
10 10 {extremely imporiani)’. Perceived control, public/privileged and importance ratings

were measured once again at the end of the questionnaive (Appendix J). This was done in

* These public/privileged analyses did not reveal any meaningful or novel pattern of results. Therefors,
they will not be discussed farther,
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order to investigate whether or not participants would alter these perceptions after
being confronted with various types of superior, inferior and equal comparison
information’ .

Comparison type groups. Participants were randomly assigned to one of the four
comparison type group conditions (social comparison, temporal past comparison,
temporal future comparison or previous relationship comparison).

Demographic information. Before the main dependent variables, participants
were asked to provide some demographic information about themselves, including their
age, gender, amount of time (in months}) they had been romantically involved with their
current romantic pariner, the sumber of previous relationships they have had in the past
and whether they or their former partner initiated the break-up of these previous
relationships {Appendix K5

Comparison direction. Participants were asked to generate upward, downward
and same-level comparison targets of their assigned comparison type. Comparison
direction served as a within-subjects independent variable for the comparison impact and
seif-report relationship comparison analyses, and was included in our main dependent
varigbles questionnatre, which will be further discussed in the next section.

Muin dependent variables. The main dependent variables in this study were
presented in @ multi-part questionnaire which measured the actusl effects of each

¥

comparison direction on relationship appraisals, as well as participants’ self-report

® These imporiance analvses did not reveal any meaningfisl or novel pattorns of results. Therefore, they
will not be discussed forther.

7 No relevant changs in perceived control, public/srivileged or importance was revealed. Therefore these
anglyses will not be discussed Parther,
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measures of the freguencies with which they made positive and negative affect
comparisons {i.e., comparisons which produced & positive or negative affective response)
of each direction for each comparison type. First, the actual effecis of each comparison
direction on relationship appraisals were measured by asking participants to think about
each of the three comparison directions: upward, downward and same-level; for
whichever comparison type they had been assigued to consider (independent variables).
For example, in the social comparison group, participants were asked io think about &
relationship among their peers that they felt was superior, inferior and egual to their own.
Participants were asked how each of these particular standards made them feel about their
current relationship’s level of love on an 11-point scale (0 =very badly to 10= very good).
Next, participants were asked to rate how similar they perceived @aéh comparison target
to be to their current relationship on an 11-point scale {0 = not at all similar to 10=
exiremely similar). Next, participants were asked to rate how familiar they were with the
social comparison target {(how many months they had known the target couple); or the
temporal distance in months of each comparison target (temporal past, temporal fiture
and previous relationship groupsy. (dppendix L). The order in which participants were
asked to make comparisons of each direction was counter-balanced throughout the entire
guestionnaire.

The second part of the questionnaire measured participants’ self-reports of the
prevalence with which they made comparisons of each divection resulting in positive and

negative affect. First, participants were asked to read a mock description of previous

¢ This demogmphic information was investigated as a source of potential secondary moderators. However,
analyses did not revent any significant moderating cfforis.
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research explaining how comparisons can elicit either positive or negative affect.
Wext, participants were asked, while considering all the possible information they
consider when assessing their relationship, to rate the frequency with which they made
upward, downward and same-level comparisons of their assigned comparison type that
resulted in positive affect, as well as those that resulted in negative affect on an 11-point
scale ranging from O (mever) to 10 {(very offen). For example, participanis were asked to
rate how often they made downward comparisons that make them feel good about the
love in their relationship, as well 23 how often they made downward comparisons that
made them feel bad about their relationship. The order in which participants were asked
to report the frequency with which they made positive and negative affect comparisons
was counterbalanced throughout the questionnaire. Following this, participants provided
an example of a comparison target of each direction which resulied in positive affect, and
a target of each direction which resulted in negative affect. These examples were
collected in order for us to investigate whether or not certain comparison targets of each
type and direction were more likely to encourage negative affect or positive affect.
Procedure

The experimental sessions began by having participants meet 1n groups of five o
twenty people. Asin Studyl, participants were then instructed that the present study was
being done to investigate the ways in which university students assess their current
romantic relationships, that all the information they provided was anonymous and that

they had the option of removing themselves from the experimental session at any time

® No relevant findings were revealed in regards 10 temporal distance/familiarity with social comparison
target. Therefore, these analyses will not be discussed further,
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they no longer {&lt comfortable participating. Informed consent was then obtained

from each participant and the actual experimental procedure began.

Participants were then given the previously described mensures presented in the
order in which they were to complete them. First, participants completed the Buunk
{1990) relationship satisfaction scale. Next, participants completed the principal
questionnaire, which asked them to provide their demographic information, carry out the
trait controllability manipulation task, rate the controliability, level of publicfprivileged
information and importance of love, complete the dependent variable measures for each
comparison direction and finally rate the controllability, level of public/privileged
information and importance of love once again. Once participanis completed all the
measures, they were fully debriefed about the true aims of the expenment.

Study 2: Resufis ond Discussion
Manipulated Level of Comirof

Manipulation check. A 4 (Comparizon Type: social ve. temporal past vs,
temporal future vs. previous relationship) x 2 (Manipulated Level of Control: control vs.
no control} univariate ANOVA, with participants’ rating of perceived control as the
dependent variable, revealed no significant main effect for mampulated level of control,
F {1, 120 2.17, p= .14 or significant interaction between comparison type and
manipulated level of control, F (3, 120) = 24, p = .87, indicating no significant
differences in perceived control between participants who received the high control and
low control manipulations across all comparison type groups. Participants in both
experimental groups rated the control they perceived over love towards the mid-point of

the scale (M (SDs) = high control: 5.03 (2.46), low control; 5.67 (2.49) respectively},
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suggesting that neither group perceived the love in their relationship as being

overwhelmingly controllable nor uncontroliable. 1t is possible that our manipulation was
siraply ineffective or unbelievable. Alternatively, perhaps the manipulation check simply
failed to detect the effect of the manipulation. Our manipulation check was a one-item
measure of perceived contrellability, which may not have been a very reliable measure.
Perhaps a more detailed, reliable, multiple-item manipulation check would have been
more sensitive.

Comparison impact. To investigate the moderating effects of manipulated level
of conirol on the impact that comparisons of various types and directions had on
participants’ current relationship appraisals, a 4 (Comparison Type: social comparison vs.
temporal past comparison vs. temporal future comparison vs. previous relationship
comparison) x 3 {Comparison Direction: upward vs. downward vs. same-level} x 2
{Manipulated Level of Control: control vs. no control} repeated measures mixed ANOVA
was conducted on the comparison impact data, with comparison type and manipulated
level of control as between-subject variables, and comparison direction as the within
subject variable. A significant comparison direction main effect was found, (2, 192) =

438, p=01. This main effect was qualified by 2 significant Comparison Type x
Comparison Direction interaction, F {6, 192} = 3.65, p < 0001, However, the

7 £

Comparison Type x Comparison Direction x Manipulated Level of Control interaction
did not reach significance, /' ¢6, 192) = 88, p = .50, To explore the Comparison Type x
Comparison Direction interaction, repeated measures ANDOVAs, with comparison

direction as the repeated variable, were conducted for each comparison type. Significant

comparison direction effects were found for all comparison types, 75 > 3.23, ps <05,



with the exception of previous relationship comparisons, 7 (2, 34) = 1.23, p= 30. As
Table 12 indicates, pﬁﬁi@ipmﬁé felt more positively about the love in their current
relationship when they compared to both inferior and egual relationships among their
peers than when they compared to superior relationships among their peers, 5>2.11, ps
<04 As predicted, comparison to inferior relationships among one’s peers enhances
the way one feels about one’s current romantic relationship. However, contrary to our
prediciions, one also appears o feel just as positively sbout the love in one’s relationship
when one feels that one’s relationship is measuring up to one’s peers.  Finally, one
appears to fee! most threatened when faced with another relationship that is perceived as
being superior to ong’s own. These findings also support cur interpretation of the
reported frequency of upward and downward secial comparisons in Studyl- that the
greater prevalence of downward than upward social comparisons reflects relationship
enhancement goals.

Contrary to our predictions, participants felt more positively about the level of
love in their current relationship when they were asked to draw comparisons fo both
superior and egual points in their relationship’s past than when they were asked to draw

comparisons to inferior points in their relationship’s past, #5 > 3.31, ps <.003'". This

" When asked to wake downward social comparisons, 90.3% of participants chose to draw comparisons fo
inforior relationships among their friends. The remaining 9.7% cheose to diaw comparisons o their
siblings’ tnferior relationships. When asked to make npward social comparisons, 64.5% of participanis
chose o draw comparisons 10 superior relationshins among their friends followed by theidr siblings’
relationships (19.4%), their classwates’ rolationshios £9.7%6) and their parents” relationship (3.2%). When
agked to draw same-level comparisons, the majority of participants choss to draw comparisons 1o egual
relationships among their friends (80.6%) followed by their siblings” relationships {12.9%) and their
ciassmates” relationships (8.5%),
U When asked to draw comparisons to superior points in their relationship’s past, the majority of
participants chose to compare o the recent past (28.1%%) followed by both the beginning and midpoint of
the relationchip (25% sach). When ashed to draw comparisons 1o inferior points in thelr rolationships past,
the vagjority of participanis chese 1o compare to the start of their relationship (46.9%), followed by the
elationship’s midpoim (34.4%) and the recent past (12.5%). Whes asked to draw cornparisons io egual
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finding may suggest that comparisons to superior points in one’s relationship’s past
provide one with a sense of hope that “history will repeat itself” and the love in one’s
relationship will once again obtain that previous superior standing. Comparing 1o a
similar past appears to result in a positive response, perhaps because many of our
participants may be in “the honeymoon phase” of their shori-term relationships, resulting
in a consistent feeling of high satisfaction throughout their relationship. Contrary to our
predictions, comparisons to inferior points in one’s relationship’s past led to the least
positive current relationship appraisals. This finding suggests that one is more inspired
by the hope that the love in one’s relationship may once again “reach the top of the
mountain” and obtain their once superior standing. This supgestion contradicts our
earlier speculation that people enjoy percelving improvement in their relationship over
time. 1t is possible that perceiving improvement over time is ineffective, at least for some
people, as it may lead them to worry about the love in their relationship declining 10 its
prior inferior standing.

Although we initially predicted that people would feel best after comparing
specifically to superior future points, participants felt more positively about the level of
love in their current relationship when they compared to either equal or superior points in
their relationship’s future, than when they compared to inferior points in their

relationship’s future, 15> 2.24, ps < 03."* This fnding suggests thai, people prefer to

points in their relationship’s past, the malority of patticipanis chose io compars i the recent past (40.6%)
followed by the midpoing (18.8%) and the boginning of (he relationship (15.6%).

12 When asked to draw comparisons & superior points in their relationship’s future, the majority of
participants chose to compare 16 polats in thelr relationships immediste Brure {operationally defined as
within thelr current school yeary (38.1%:, ollowed by the modersicly distant fxture (operationally defined
a5 bevond their current school vear but still during their university caresr) {24.9%) and the distant fuure
{pperationally defined as beyond thelr university career) (3.1%). When asked {0 draw comparisons 1o
inferior points in thelr relationships’ funurs, the majority of participants cotmapared 10 poings in the



perceive the jove in their relationship as either developing and improving over time or
28 a strength which will remain stable over time. In contrast comparisons to inferior
points in one’s relationship’s future suggest that love will decline over time, resulting in
the least positive current relationship appraisals.

Contrary to our predictions, participants felt egually positively about the love in
their relationship when making previcus relationship comparisons of all directions.
Although Study] indicated that people are less inclined to compare to equal and superior
past relationships than fo inferior relationships, it appears that people can find reasons to
feel good about all three directions of previous relationship comparison. Perhaps
individuals can be inspired by their own past superior abilities or remermbered
relationship strengihs that can be atizined in their current relationship. At the same time,
it may be gratifying to know that one héﬁ consistently been a good relationship pariner,
and also enhancing to recall inferior relationships that call to mind the strengths of the

current relationship.

immediate future (43.6%, Gllowed by the mpderate futore {31.3%), the disians fvre £6.2%) and the end
of the relationship (3.1%;). Wher asked to diaw comparisons 1o egual poinis in tholr relationshins” fture,
the maiority of participants compared to the iremediale Brwe (49.8%), followed by the moderate future
{24.9%) and the distant Fature (12 4%,



Table 12
Mean Impact Ratings of Comparisons of each Type and Direction on Curvent

Belationship Appraisgais

Commarison Tyoes

Social Temporzal Past  Temporal Future  Previous Relationship
Upward 7.35, 833, 843, 8.56,

(2.42) {(1.73) {183 (1.82)
Downward  8.06& 6.93; 7.63 8.22;

(2.05) (2.53) (2.57) (1.96)
Same-Level 781 8.15, 8.53, 8.33,

(2.58) (1.97) (1.74) (1.51)

Note, Subscripts indicate significant diferences in means withis colmows. Standard deviabions are in
parenthoses.

Perceived similarity. To investigate the moderating effects of manipulated level
of control on perceived similarity between one’s current romantic relationship and
comparison targets of various types and direction, a 4 (Comparison Type: social

comparison vs. temporal past comparison vs. temporal future comparison vs. previous
relationship comparison) x 3 (Comparison Direction: upward vs. downward vs. same-
level) x 2 (Manipulated Level of Control: control vs. no control) mixed ANOVA was

conducted on the perceived similarity data. A significant comparison direction main

effect, (2, 178) = 4327, p < 0001, indicated that, overall, participants felt the love i
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their curreny relationship was most similar (o same-level comparison targets, followed

by upward and then by downward comparison targets, 5> 414, ps < 0001 (Ms: 7.11
{2.52) 6.08 {2.81) and 4.18 {3.33) respectively). A significant comparison type main
effect, (3, 88) = 27 57, p < .0001, indicated that, overall, participants felt that the love
in their current relationship was most similar to that of their temporal future comparison
targets followed by temporal past comparison targets, then by social comparison targets
and finally previous relationship comparison targets, 15 > 2.90, ps < 005 (Ms: 7.93
{1.70), 6.77 {1.70), 4.98 (1.70) and 3.17 (1 80) respectively).

These main effects were qualified by 2 significant Comparison Type x
Comparison Direction interaction, F (6, 1783 =3 .86, p= 001, as well a5 a significant
Comparison Type x Comparison Direction x Manipulated Level of Control interaction, £
{6, 178) = 2.29, p = 04 To investigate the 3-wayv interaction, subsequent 3 {Comparison
Direction: upward vs. downward vs. same-level) x 2 (Manipulated Level of Control:
control vs. no control) mixed ANOV As were conducted for each comparison type. A

significant or marginal comparison direction main effect was found for all companison

the love in their current relationship was most similar 10 same-level social comparison
argets, followed by upward social comparison targets and finally by downward social
comparison targets, 75> 3.71, ps < 001 (Ms (§Dsg} = 7.28 {241}, 5.27 (3.02), and 2.39
{2.23) respectively. Participants felt that the love in their relationship was more similar to
same-level temporal future comparison targets than upward and downward temporal
future comparison targets, fs > 2,16, ps < 04, (M5 (8Ds) = 870 (1.40), 7.86 (2.42) and

7.01 {2.47) respectively). Participants felt that the love in their current romantic
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relationship was more similar fo same-level and upward temporal past, 15> 393, ps <

0001 and previous relationship comparison targets, 15 > 1.90, ps < .08, than 1o downward
comparison targets of both types (A5 (8Dsi= temporal past comparison: 8.14 {2.21), 7.3¢
{1.78) and 4.69 (3 .49) respeciively, previous relationship comparison: 4.30 (2.34), 3.81
(2.73) and 2.19 (2.18) respectively). A significant manipulated leve! of control main
effect was found for previcus relationship comparisons, F 71, 10) =481, p = .05, but not
for any other comparison type, Fs < .35, ps > 56, High control participants felt that their
current romantic relationship was more similar to previous relationship comparison
targets, thaa did low control participants (Ms{SDsj= 4.25 {1.61) and 2.08 {1.61)
respectivelv). This finding suggests that if one feels that the love in one’s relationship is
within cne’s control, one may be more confident that one’s current relationship can
replicate or surpass the strengths, while avoiding the weaknesses of one’s failed
relationships. Therefore, one may be more comfortable drawing similarities between
one’s current relationship and one’s previous relationship.

Comperison direction and manipulated level of control interacted significantly for
temporal future comparisons, I {2, 54} = 4.30, p = .02, but not for any cther comparison
type, Fs < 2.23, ps > .12, As Table 13 indicates, low conirol participants reported
feeling that their current relationship was marginally more similar to same-level temporal
fiture comparison targets than to either downward or upward temporal future comparison
targets, #s > 1.91, ps < .08, Conversely, high control participants mgism’éiﬁﬁ feeling that
their current relationship was more similar to upward and same-level temporal future
comparison targets than to downward temporal future comparison targels, 15> 2.62, ps <

0z



Table 13
Mean Similarity Rotings for cach Temporal Future Comparison Divection for High

Control ang Low Control Grouns

Comparison Direction

Doward Downward Same-level

High Control 857, 6.4%,, 871,
Manipulated Level {1.45} {2.85} {91}
Of Control
Low Control T.47 7.80,, 8.60y,
(2.45) (1.93) (1.76)

Note. First set of subsoripis show significan: differences in means within rows. Second set of subscripts
show significant differences in means within colomms. Standand deviations ave in parentheses.

This finding suggesis that when one feels that the love in one’s relationship is
within one’s control, one may be more comfortable drawing similarities to an elevated
vision one has of love in the fiture as well as a vision of the fisture which is constant
with the love in one’s relationship at present. In contrast, when one feels that the love in
one’s relationship is bevond one’s contrel, one may be less comfortable drawing
similarities between the love in one’s relationship in the present and a superior,
hypothetical fisture and more comforiable drawing similarities to & future which will
remain constant with the love in their relationship 51 present.

Self-report reiciionship comparison freguencies. 'To investigate the moderating

effects of manipulated level of control on the frequency with which participants reported
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making positive and negative affect comparisons of varicus types and directions, 8 4
{Comparison Type: social comparison vs. temporal past comparison vs. temporal future
comparison vs. previous relationship comparison} x 3 (Comparison Direction: upward vs.
downward vs. same-level) x 2 {(Affect: positive ve. negative) x 2 (Mawipulated Level of
Control: control vs. no control) mixed ANOVA was conducted on the self-report data.
First, a significant comparison direction main effect, F'(2, 206) = 4.53, p = 01, indicated
that overall, participants reported significantly greater frequencies of downward
comparisons and smaller frequencies of both upward and same-level comparisons, fs >
1.99, ps < .05 (Ms (SDs)= 422 {2.32), 3.66 {2.00) and 3.58 (2.21) respectively). Second,
a significant comparison type main effect, /' (3, 103} = 5.91, p = 001, mdicated that
participants reported greater frequencies of social, temporal past and temporal future
comparisons than previous relationship comparisons, 76> 1.91, ps < .06 (M5 (8Dsji= 4.06
{1.88), 3.98 (2.07), 4.65 {1.76} and 2.86 {2.53) respectively). Third, a significant affect
main effect, £ (1, 3@3} = 7234, p < 0001, indicated that participants, overall, reported
greater frequencies of comparisons which resulted in positive affect than negative affect
{(Ms (8Ds}) = 4.81 (2.16) and 2 82 {1.99) respectively). These main effects were qualified
by the following significant interactions: Comparison Type x Comparison Direction, ¥
{6, 206) = 4. 44, p < 0001, Comparison Direction x Affect, 7(2, 206) =639, p= .002
and, finally Comparison Direction x Affect x Comparison type, £7{(6, 2001 =495 p <
0001, However, the 4-way interaction did not reach significance, F (6, 206) = 54, p =
78, To investigate the 3-way interaction, subsequent 3 {Comparison Direction: upward
vs. downward vs. same-level} x 2 (Affect: positive vs. negative) mixed ANOVAs were

conducted for each comparison type. A significant comparizon direction main effect was
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found for temporal past and previous relationship comparisons, F5 > 4.09, ps < .02,

but not for any other comparison type, 5 < 1.71, ps > .19, T-test analyses revealed that
participants reported making significantly move downward temporal past comparisons
than upward or same-level temporal past comparisons (Ms ($Dg)= 4.60 (2.33), 3.44
{1.87) and 3 41(2.03) respectively), i3> 238, ps < .02,

This finding supports past research, which has suggested that people perceive
improvement in their romantic relationship over time (Karney & Coombs, 2000; Karney
& Frye, 2002), resulting in a greater preference for downward temporal past
comparisons. This finding also supports our open-ended narrative findings from Studyl,
which revealed that participants made significantly more downward temporal past
comparisons than comparisons of any other direction, but it contradicts our closed-ended
findings, which revealed an equal preference for temporal past comparisons of all
directions.

This contradiction is somewhat unclear, although there are a number of
methodological factors which may have contributed to it. In Studyl, comparison type was
a within-subjects variable; that is, people reporied comparisons of each direction for all
four comparison types. Conversely, in Study 2, comparison type was randomly assigned
between-subjecis, hence participants in the relevant condition reported only temporal
comparisons. Conceivably, thinking about temporal comparisons in the context of the
other comparison types led people to retrieve comparisons of different ész“ewﬁﬁs in
Study] than did the sole focus on temporal comparisons in Study 2. In addition, Study 2
distinguished between positive and negative affect comparisons, whereas Study! did not.

It may be that the more specific affect questions in Study 2 highlighted temporal
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comparisons which might not have otherwise come to mind, such as positive affect
upward and negative affect downward comparisons. Perhaps these additional memory
cues influenced the proportion of downward comparisons retrieved. Finally, it is possible
that studies 1 and 2 were comprised of different participant samples. If, for example,
Study 2 contained more participants in longer, more stable relationships and fewer
participants in shori-term “honeyvmoon” relationships, this could help o account for the
difference in temporal comparison direction. However, because we did not ask about
relationship length in Studyl, this possibifity cannot be assessed. Further investigation is
required to establish the strength of these possible speculative explanations.

1t should also be noted that conflicting results were found between participants’
temporal past direction preferences in the impact and self-report sections of Study 2.
Although participants reporied more frequent downward temporal past comparisons, it
was found that upward temporal past comparisons actually had the most positive impact
on current relationship appraisals. Perhaps superior points in one’s relationship’s past
were experienced as most inspiring, but inferior points in one’s relationship’s past may
have been most plentiful and readily accessible.

Participanis also reported significantly more downward previous relationship
comparisons than upward and same-level previous relationship comparisons (As{5Ds)=
4.02 (2.18), 1.85 (1.59) and 2.31 (2.68) respectively}, is > 3.40, ps < 002, This finding
replicates cur finding from Study1, thus adding further support to the notion that people
generally perceive their present relationship s being superior to previous refationships
they have had. Next, 2 significant affect main effect was found for all companison types,

Fs> 744, ps < 1. Participants reported significantly more frequent positive affect



comparisons than negative affect comparisons of all types (Ms(SDs)= social
comparison: 5.32 (2.07) and 2.86 {1.49) respectively, temporal past comparisort 5.04
{1.94) and 2.59 {2.05} respectively, temporal future comparison: 535 (2.39) and 3.93
{2.63) respectively, previous relationship comparison: 3.53 (2.23) and 1.92 (1.44)
respectively).

These mein effects were qualified by significant Comparison Direction x Affect
interactions found for social comparisons, temporal future comparisons and previous
relationship comparisons, F5 > 3,14, ps < .05, but not for temporal past comparisons, F' {
2,52y=239, p=.10. AsTable 14 indicates, participants reported greater frequencies of
positive than negative affect downward and same-level social comparisons, s >4.36, ps <
.0001. Participants reported squal frequencies of positive and negative affect upward

social comparisons, {31} =148 p= 15



Table 14

Mean Positive and Negative Affect Social Comparisons across each Comparison

Direction
Comparison Direction
Upward ___ Downward Same-Level
Positive 4.94,, 551, 552
Affect {2.46} (2777 {(2.74)
Negative 387 2.52u 2254
(3.07) {2.88) (2.26)

Note. First set of subscripts show significant difforences in means within rows. Second set of subscripts
show significant differences in means within columns. Standard deviations are in parentheses.

These findings partially support our speculation from Study 1 that participants
may prefer to compare to inferior relationships among their peers because such
comparisons allow them to feel positively about their current relationship. However,
somewhat contrary to our predictions in Study 2, participanis also appear to feel just as
positively about the love in their relationship when they feel that their relationship is
measuring up 1o their peers. In contrast, participanis appear 1o be more torn over whether
or not comparisons to supertor relationships among their peers are enhancing or
threatening. On the one hand, upward comparisons make therr relationship pale n
comparison; on the other hand, superior relationships can be an inspiring reminder of

what one might attain.



Asg Table 15 indicates, participants reported significantly more positive than
negative affect upward and same-level temporal fisture comparisons, &5 >3.11, ps < 004,
Participants reported equal frequencies of positive and negative affect downward
temporal future comparisons, 7 {30} < 1.00,

Table 15
Mean Positive ard Negaiive Affect Temporal Fusure Comparisons across each

Compgrison Direction

Comnarison Direction

Upward Downward  Same-Level
Positive 6.045 4,285, 575
Affect {3.10) {3.01) {3.00}
Negative 390 4.20,, 3.68,
(3.06} {3.10} {2.97)

Note. First set of subscripts show significant differences in means within rows. Second set of subscripts
show significant differences in means within columes. Standard deviations are in parentheses.

These findings partly support our speculation from Study 1 that participants might
prefer to compare 0 superior points in their relationship’s future because they make them
feel positively about the improving state of their current relationship. However,
somewhat contrary to our predictions in Study 2, participants also appear to feel just as
positively about the love in their relationship when they feel that it will remain stable

over time. In contrast, participants appear to be in conflict over whether or not

comparisons to inferior points in their relationship’s fisture are enhancing or threatening
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comparisons to make. It appears that people are torn between whether to “live for the

moment” and feel gratefis! that the love in thelr relationship presently is at its peak, orto
feel threatened that their love will only decline over time.

As Table 16 indicates, participants reported significantly more positive than
negative affect downward and same-level previous relationship comparisons, s > 2.72, ps
< .01. Participants reported equal frequencies of upward positive and negative affect
previous relationship comparisons, 7 (22) = .60, p = 55,

Table 16
Mean Positive and Negative Affect Previous Relavionship Comparisons across each

Compgrison Direction

Comparison Direction

Upward Downward __ Same-Level
Positive 1.58,, 602, 295,
Affect {2.59) {Z.84) {3.64)
Negative 2.124 202 1.62%
{(2.87) (2.49) (2.23)

Mote. First zet of subscripts show significant differences i means within rows. Second set of subscripts
show significant differences in means within columns, Standard deviations are in parentheses.

These findings support the notion that participants prefer to compare to inferior
previous relationships to feel positively about the state of their current relationship.

Participants also appear to feel positively about the love in their relationship when they

feel that their relationship is measuring up to their past romances, although 1o a lesser



extent. In contrast, participants appear 1o be more torn over whether or not

comparisons 1o superior previous relationships are enhancing or threatening comparisons
to make. On the one hand, upward previcus relationship comparisons can make ong’s
current relationship pale in comparison; on the other hand, comparisons to superior
previous relationships can be an inspiring reminder of one’s past superior abilities as a
relationship partner or remembered past relationship strengths that one can strive to aitain
in regards to one’s current relationship.

Level of Perceived Control (Scale Measure)

No relevant level of perceived control findings were revealed for the perceived
similarity and self-report relationship appraisal analyses. Therefore, those analyses will
not be discussed in this section.

Comparison impaci. Because our mampulation of controllability appeared to be.
meffective in moderating the impact of various comparisons on relationship appraisals,
we conducted analyses examining the moderating effects of the individual difference
measure of perceived control on the impact of various comparisons on current
relationship appraisals. First, 2 median split was conducted on participants’ ratings of
perceived control over love in their current romantic relationship in order to assign
participants to high and low perceived control groups. Next, s 4 (Comparison Type:
social vs. temporal past vs. temporal future vs. previous relationship) x 3 (Comparison
Direction: upward vs. downward vs. same-level) x 2 (Level of Perceived Control: high
vs. low) mixed repeated measures ANOVA was conducted on the comparison impact
data. Comparison direction and Comparison Divection x Comparison Type effects were

the same as in the wnitial analyses. These effects were qualified by a marginally
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significant Comparison Type x Companson Direction x Perceived Level of Control

interaction, £ {6, 192) = 2.07, p =06, Subseguent 3 {Comparison Direction: upward vs,
downward vs. same-level) x 2 {Level of Perceived Control: high vs. low) mixed
ANOV As were conducted for each comparison type. Comparison direction effects were
the same as in the Manipulated Level of Control analyses. No perceived controllability
main effects were found for any comparisor type, £5 <2.89, ps> 10

A significant Comparison Direction x Level of Perceived Control interaction was
found for temporal past comparisons, £ (2, 48) = 4.07, p = .02, but not for the remaining
comparison types, Fy < 1.19, ps> 31. As Table 17 indicates, participants who percetved
high levels of control over the love in their current relationship felt equally positively
when making temporal past comparisons of all directions, &5 < 1.74, ps > .10,
Conversely, participants who perceived low control over the love in their current
relationship felt significantly less positively about the level of love in their current
relationship when malking downward temporal past comparisons than anv other

comparison direction, &5 > 2.97, ps <01
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Table 17
Mean Impact Scores for ench Temporal Past Compearison Directions among High and

Low Pereeived Congrollability Growps

Comparison Direction
Upward Downward Same-Level
Low Comtrol 808, 5867, 7. 75
Level of Perceived {2.02; {2.50} {2.34)
Control
High Control 8.50,, 200, 2.50,,
{1.65) {2.08) {1.61})

Note. First set of subscripts show sigrificant differences in means within rows. Second set of subscripis
show marginal differences in means within columns.  Standard deviations are in parentheses,
Perceived control over love only moderated the effects of temporal past
comparison on current relationship appraisals. However, this moderation was in the
opposite direction to what we had predicted. We had predicted that high control
participants would feel most positively about the love in their current relationship when
asked to make comparisons to inferior points in their relationship’s past. Instead we
found that when one perceives high control over the love in one’s relationship,
comparisons (o any point in one’s relationship’s past, not fust inferior points, can lead one
to feel equally positively about the love in their current relationship. We had also
predicted that low perceived control parficipants would feel least positively about the

love in their relationship when they made upward temporal past comparisons. Instead, we
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found that when hittle control over love is perceived, one may feel particularly
threatened by comparisons 1o inferior poinis in one’s relationships’ past. The notion that
the love in one’s relationship may someday become as inferior as it was in the past
appears to be particularly threatening when one feels vulnerable and unable to defend
against such an occurrencs. In contrast, when one perceives a high level of control over
love, one may feel that one can prevent the love in one’s relationship from ever being 83
inferior as the love n one’s downward temporal past comparison targets. This finding
relates to Lockwood’s (2002) research which indicated that one’s perceived inability to
avoid an unwanted fate affected the impact that downward social comparisons had on
one’s self~evaluation. Lockwood found that downward social comparisons led to less
positive self~evaluations when participants felt highly vulnerable to the fate of their
inferior peer. In contrast, when participants perceived low vulnerability to a similar fate,
downward comparisons resulted in more positive self-evaluations. The current finding
suggests that similar processes mav cccur when people face ternporal comparisons.
Relationship Satisfaction Analyses

No relevant relationship satisfaction findings were revealed in the perceived
similarity section. Therefore, those analyses will not be discussed in this section.

Comparison impact. To examine whether relationship satisfaction moderates the
impact of comparisons of various types and directions on participants’ current

relationship appraisals, 3 median-sphit was conducted on participants’ mean scores on the

Buunk {1990} relationship satisfaction scale in order to assign participants 1o high and
low satisfaction groups. A 4 (Comparison Type: social comparison vs. temporal past

comparison vs. temporal futurs comparison vs. previous relationship comparison) x 3



{Comparison Direction: upward vs. dowaward vs. same-level) x 2 (Level of
Relationship Satistaction: high vs. low) mixed ANOVA was conducted. Comparison
direction and Comparison Direction x Comparison Type effects were the same as in the
initial analvses. Also, a significant Comparison Type x Relationship Safisfaction
interaction was found, 7 (3, 96) =428, p= 007, Finally, a marginal Comparison Type x
Comparison Direction x Relationship Satisfaction interaction was found, F (6, 192) =
1.92, p= 08. Subsequent 3 {Comparison Direction: upward vs. downward vs. same-
level) x 2 {Level of Relationship Satisfaction: high vs. low) mixed ANOVAS were
conducted for each comparison type. Significant comparison direction main effects were
the same as those found in the manipulated level of control analyses. Also, relationship
satisfaction main effects were found for temporal future comparisons, and previous
relationship comparisons, F5 > 4.82, ps <04, but not for social comparisons or temporal
past comparisons, Fs < 2.06, ps >.16. Highly satisfied participants felt sigmficantly more
positively about the love in their current relationship than dissatisfied participants when
making temporal future comparisons (Ms{S8Dsi= 926 834 and 725 (2.11)
respectively). Conversely, dissatisfied participants felt significantly more positively
about the love in their relationship than highly satisfied participants when making
previous relationship comparisons (Ms{SDs)= 9.22 (2.33) and 7.52 (2.33) respectively).
Finally, comparison direction and relationship satisfaction interacted significantly for
temporal future comparisons, £ {2, 54) = 3.20, p= 085, but not for any other comparison
tvpe, Fs<1.11, ps> 34. As Table 18 indicates, highly satisfied participanis felt equally

positively when making temporal future comparisons of ail divections, s < 1.00, ps > 34,
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In contrast, dissatisfied participants felt sipmficantly worse when making downward

temporal future comparisons than any other direction, 13> 2.17, ps < .05
Table 18
Mean Impact Scores for each Temporal Futiure Comparison Direction across High ond

Low Relationship Sofisfaction Groups

Cromparison Direction

Upward Downward _ Same-fevel
Low Satisfaction 7.69,, 525, T8l
Level of Relationship {2.09) {2.70) {1.87)
Satisfaction
High Satisfaction 931, 915 831,
(1.03) {1.14) (1.18}

Note. First set of subscripts show significant differences in means within rows. Second set of subscripts

show differences in means within columns. Sisndard deviations are in parentheses.

This finding offers partial support to our hypothesis that relationship satistaction
would moderate the impact of various types of comparison information on current
relationship appraisals. Howsever, this predicted moderation was found only for temporal
future comparisons. This finding suggests that, as we had predicted, comparisons to
inferior poinis in one’s relationship’s fiture can have a negative impact on one’s current
relationship appraisal if one finds oneself unsatisfied with one’s relationship in the
present. People who are unsatisfied with their current romantic relationship appear to

find the notion that the love in their relationship may further decline with time
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particularly discouraging. When one is satisfied with one’s current relationship, one
appears to be able to find “a silver lining” with future comparisons of all directions,
rather than just upward temporal future comparisons as we had initially predicted.
Self-report relotionship comparison frequencies. To mvestigate the moderating
effects of relationship satisfaction on participant’s self-report relationship comparison
frequencies, 2 4 {Comparizon Type: social comparison vs. temporal past comparison vs.
temporal future comparison vs. previous relationship comparison} x 3 (Comparison
Direction: upward vs. downward vs. same-level) x 2 {Affect: positive vs. negative)} x 2
{Level of Relationship Satisfaction: high vs. low) mixed ANOVA was conducted,
Comparison direction, comparison type and affect effects were the same as in the initial

analyses. Also, a significant relationship satisfaction main effect was found, F (1, 103) =

)

2.87, p = 001, indicating that, overall, dissatisfied participants reported a significantly
greater frequency of relationship comparisons than did highly satisfied participants
(Ms(SDs)= 4.41 (1.66) and 3.23 (1.60) respectively). This finding suggests that people
who are dissatisfied with the state of their current relationship may possess 2 high level of
uncertainty in regards {o continuing the relationship, Festinger (1954 suggested that
one’s desire 1o compare to others is particularly strong when one is uncertain about one’s
abilities. In addition, Buunk et al. {1990} found that people who have high levels of
marital unceriainly report more comparisons 1o the marriages of their peers than people
who have low levels of manital unceriaindy. This high level of relationship uncertainty
may motivate one to seek various comparison standards to obtain an accurate assessment
of their own relationship. In conirast, people who are highly satisfied with thew

relationship may feel mwore secure.  As a result, they may not be as motivated to draw
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comparisons to the relationships of their peers, to rrelevant previous relationships, or

t0 track their relationship’s improvement over time. This lack of interest in relationship
comparisons may also allow one to avoid highlighting factors that may be perceived as
threatening to the elevated opinion one has of one’s relationship. These main effects were
qualified by the following interactions: Affect x Comparison Type x Relationship
Satisfaction, & {6, 206} =3 80, p = .01, Comparison Direction x Affect x Comparison
Type, F {6, 206) = 4.32, p < 0001, and Comparison Direction x Affect x Comparison
Type x Relationship Satisfaction, F (6, 206} =3.27, p = .004.

To investigate the 4-way interaction, subsequent 3 (Comparison Direction:
upward vs. downward vs. same-level) x 2 {Affect: positive vs. pegative) x Z {(Level of
Relationship Satisfaction: high vs. low) mixed ANOV As were conducted for each
comparison type. Direction and affect main effects and their interaction effects were the
same as in the initial analyses. A significant relationship satisfaction main effect was
found for temporal past comparisons and temporal future comparisons, 75 > 5.75, ps <
.02, but not for social comparisons or previous relationship comparisons, £5 <131, ps >
.26. Dissatisfied participants reported making temporal past and temporal future
comparisons significantly more frequently than highly satisfied participants (Ms (8Ds)=
temporal past comparison: 4.93 ((74) and 3.26 ( 88) respectively, temporal future
comparison: 3.31 {1.93) and 3.57 (1.93} respectively). As suggested previously, people
who are not satisfied with the state of their current romantic relationship may have &
greater motivation to examine and predict their relationstip’s progress over time o

evaluate their uncertain relationship standing.
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Comparison Direction x Affect effects were the same s in the initial analvses.

Significant Affect x Relationship Satisfaction interactions were found for temporal past
and temporal future comparison, 75> 4.91, ps < .04, but not for social or previous
relationship comparison, F5<2.9C, ps> 10 As Table 19 indicates, dissatisfied
participants reported equal frequencies of positive and negative affect temporal past
comparisons, § {11} = 1.43, p=18. Conversely, highly satisfied participants reported
significantly greater frequencies of positive thanr negative affect temporal past
comparisons, 7 (18) = 5.62, p < 0001

Table 19

Mean Positive and Negative Affect Temporai Past Comparison Frequencies across High

and Low Relptionshin Satisfaction Groups

Affect
Positive Negative
Low Satisfaction 550, 437,
Level of Relationship {2.13) (2.14)
Satisfaction
High Satisfaction 4.84,, 1.67w

i
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(2.23)

Note, First set of subscripts show significam differences in means within rows, Second set of subscripis
show significast differences in moans within columas. Standard deviations are in parentheoses

As Table 20 indicates, dissatisfied participants reported equal frequencies of

positive and negative affect temporal future comparisons, /1 (18) = 1.41, p= .18
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Conversely, highly satisfied participants reported significantly greater frequencies of

positive than negative affect temporal future comparisons, 1 (12) = 4.58, p = .001.
Table 20

Meom Positive ard Negative Affect Temporal Future Comparison Freguencies across

High gnd Low Relaiionship Satisfoction Groups

Affect
Positive Negative
Low Satisfaction 557 5,064
Level of Relationship {(2.52) {2.88)
Satisfaction
High Satisfaction 4974 2. 17w
{3.43) {2.39)

Note. First set of subscripts show significant differences in mewns within rows. Second set of subscripts
show significant differences in means within columns. Standand deviations are in parentheses.

These findings suggest that even though people who are highly satisfied with their
current relationship generally report fewer temporal comparisons than do people who are
dissatisfied, when these comparisons are made, they are overwhelmingly positive.

A significant Comparison Direction x Relationship Satisfaction interaction was found for

B

temporal future comparisons, 7 (2, 54;=861,p = 0

B

11, but not for any other comparison
type, Fs < 628, ps> 54. As Table 21 indicates, dissatisfed participants reported equal

frequencies of temporal future comparisons of all directions, 26 <1.37, ps> .19 In
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contrast, highly satisfied participants reporied grester frequencies of both upward and

same-level than of downward temporal fture comparisons, 5> 2.34, ps < .03,
Tabie 21
Mean Freguencies of Reported Temporal Future Comporison Directions across High

and Low Relovionship Sotisfaction Groups

Comparison Direction

Upward Downward  Same-Level
Low Satisfaction 535 5.5%, 500,
Level of Relationship (291) {2.46} (2.73)
Satisfaction
High Satisfaction 438, 2 .08y, 425,
(3.01) (2.57) (3.16)

Note. First set of subscripts show significant differences in means within rows. Second set of subscripts
show significant differences in meass within columas. Standand deviations are in parentheses.

We had initially predicted that relationship satisfaction would moderate the
frequency with which participants reported various forms of comparison information.
However, this moderation occurred only for temporal fisture comparisons. It appears that
when one is satisfied with one’s current relationship one can beiter reap the relationship-
enhancing benefits of upward and same-level temporal future comparisons, while
avoiding the threat of downward femporal fisture comparisons.

Finally, a significant Comparison Direction x Affect x Relationship Satisfaction

interaction was found for previcus relationship comparisons, (2, 42} = 8.19, p= 001, but



not for any other comparison type, Fs < 1.84, p> 17, As Table 22 indicates, highly
satisfied participanis reported a greater freguency of downward than same level and
finally upward positive affect previous relatiouship comparisens, #5 > 2.49, ps < (2,
Also, highly satisfied participants reported equal frequencies of negative affect previous
relationship comparisons of all directions, #5 < 97, ps > .35, Dissatisfied participants
reporied egual frequencies of positive affect previous relationship comparisons of all
directions, #s < 1.78, ps > .11. Finally, dissatisfied participants reported greater

frequencies of downward than both same-level and upward negative affect previous

relationship comparisons, 5 <2.32, ps > .04
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Table 22

Mean Reported Frequencies of Positive and Negative Affect Previous Relotionship

Comparisons of afl Directions aoross High and Low Relutionship Satisfaction Groups

Comparison Direction

Upward  Downward  Same-Level
Positive 375 513 4,00,
Low Satisfaction {3.33) {2.30) (3.59)
Negative 1.304. 2,635 1,884,
(1.75) (2.26) (1.64)
Positive ATaan 8,470 2 400
High Satisfaction {91y {3.06) {3.66)
Negative 2. 705, 1.67 5 1.884.
{(3.11) {2.61) {2.53)

-
4

Note. First set of subscripts show significant &ifferences in means within rows. Second set of subscripts
show significant differences between positive and negative affect scores within each level of relationship
satisfaction. Thizd set of subscripts show significant differcnoss in moans botween high and low
relationship satisfaction groups within cach level of affect. Standard deviations are in pasentheses.

We had initially predicted that relationship satisfaction would moderate
participants’ reported use of positive and negative affect comparisons of various types
and directions. However, this moderation was found only for previous relationship
comparisons and was not entirely in the direction we had predicted. It appears that, as

predicted, highly satisfied relationship pariners are better able than dissatisfied
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relationship partners to reap the relationship enhancing benefits of downward previous

relationship comparisons. It is plausible that satisfied relationship partoers are better able
to recognize the love in their current relationship as being different from and superior to
the love in their previous relationship. In contfrast, dissatisfied relationship pariners
appear to be particularly threatened by comparisons to inferior previous relationships,
rather than superior previous relationship comparisons as we had initially predicted.
Perhaps when dissatisfied individuals compare to an inferior previous relationship, they
worry that the love in their current relationship could progress in the same downward
trajectory as their failed relationship, resulting in negative affect. Therefore, dissatisfied
relationship partners may worry that the love in their current relationship could progress
in the same downward trajectory as their failed relationship, resulting in greater negative
affect.
Study 2: Conclusion

Study 2 demonstrates that the affective consequences of relationship comparisons
of various types are not wholly dependent on direction, but also on how one interprets
such information. Study 2 also identifies one’s level of perceived control over love as
well as relationship satisfaction as factors which affect the way that one interprets
cormparisons of various types and directions. However these moderation findings were
not revealed across all comparisons and were not always in the predicied direction.
Study 2 extends our findings from Studyl in regards to people’s beliefs about their
preferences for various comparisons and how these comparisous affect their relationship
appraisals, while also providing insight about the actual impact that comparisons of

various types and directions have on people’s current relationship appraisals.



However, Study 2 also has #ts imitations. First, our manipulation of perceived
control over love may have been generally weak or ineffective. Participants in both
experimental groups egually perceived moderate control over love. Also, contrary to our
predictions, manipulated level of control did not moderate the impact of comparison
information on current relationship appraisals, or participants’ reporied use of positive
and negative affect comparison information. However, the mampulation did moderate
perceived similarity towards temporal future comparison targets, which only provides
weak evidence in regards to the effectiveness of the manipulation. However, it 1s also
possible that the manipulation check may have failed to detect the effect of the
manipulation. Our manipulation check was g one-item measure of perceived
controllability, which may not have been a very reliable measure. Perhaps future
research could incorporate a more detailed, reliable, muitiple-item manipulation check.

Also, although relationship satisfaction and the individual difference measure of
perceived control moderated the impact that various comparisons had on relationship
appraisals as well as participants reported use of various relationship comparisons, we
were unable to determine the direction of causality of these moderating variables. We
cannot conclude whether one’s level of perceived control over love or one’s level of
relationship satisfaction leads one to place particular focus on either positive or negative
aspects of various types of comparison mformation or whether one’s preferred focus
leads to one to adopt a particular level of relationship satisfaction or perceived level of
contrel over love. Future research should focus on successfully manipulating people’s
perceptions of control. Also, although attempting to manipulate one’s level of

relationship satisfaction poses obvicus ethical concerns, future research could assign
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pariicipants to temporarily focus on either relationship strengths or relationship
weaknesses {a milder proxy for relationship satisfaction). Both procedures will aliow
fisture research o better examine the true causal nature of these moderating variables,

Third, Study 2 only exanined relationship appraisals in regards to the trait of
love, rather than across several traits as was the case in Studyl. This was done fo enable
us to manipulate participants’ perceived control over love and examine its moderating
effects on current and reported relationship appraisals. However, as a result, our findings
from Study 2 may have less generalizability. Therefore further research is required in
order to examine whether people’s perceived control over other relationship attributes
(i.e. communication, trust, conumon inferests, passion, etc.} have the same or different
moderating effects on relationship appraisals through various comparison types.

Finally, in Study 2 we do address the issue of self-report, which arose in Studyl,
by asking people for their relationship appraisals after they made a specific comparison,
allowing us to look more directly at the actual impact of comparisons on current
relationship appraisals. However, there is still an element of self-report in Study 2 as
participants still had to self-generate a comparison target, which could be influenced by
memory biases or self~presentation goals. Although they reported how they felt after
making these specific comparisons, for some participants the comparisons might have
been experienced as being more hypothetical (e, “If you were 1o compare to “X”) than
real. Future research should attempt to present participants with more specific
comparison fargeis of v;%efémaé types and directions in order to obtain a more direct

measure of impact.
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General Discussion

The present studies sought to address several interesting research questions,
These studies were designed o determine people’s preferences among various
comparison standards when appraising their romantic relationship, the direction in which
people prefer to make relationship comparisons of various types and the reported and
actual impact of these comparison standards on relationship appraisals. The present
research also sought to examine the moderating effects that certain relationship beliefs
and characteristics {conirollability and satisfaction) have on the aciual and self-reported
impact of these comparison standards.

In Studyl, contrary to the speculations of both Festinger (1954} and Albert
(1977), we found that participants reported that they preferred to make temporal
comparisons to their relationship’s past or future, relative to social and previous
relationship comparisons, possibly due to the high level of personal relevance and easy
access one has 1o such comparison information (Wilson & Ross, 2000). However, social
comparisons were reporied more frequently than any other comparison type when
participanis were asked about each comparison direction. This discrepancy mav be a
result of the broad versus specific line of questioning in the general prevalence and
direction prevalence sections. Also, the presentation of guestions in the direction
prevalence section may have encouraged participants to report direction freguencies
within each comparison tvpe rather than relative to other comparison types.

Also, participants reported preferring comparisons which enhanced their current
relationship and suggested optimism for their relationship’s fiture. In addition, Studyl

found that people reporied that comparisons to previous romantic relationships resulted in



the most positive relationship appraisals, perbaps because these comparizons allow
people to reap the benefits of overwhelmingly downward social and temporal past
comparisons. Many of the above findings were more pervasive across privileged than
public relationship fraits, possibly due 10 the creative license that comparisons across
privileged traits affords. In future research, it would be inferesting to manipulate
participants’ public/privileged perceptions of various relationship traits 1o examine the
causal relationship between public/privileged information and relationship comparison
preferences. Also, as previously mentioned, Studyl primarily utilized self~report
measures, which can present problems in regards to social desirability and memory and
accessibility 1ssues. Therefore, in Study 2, we felt it was important not only to
investigate people’s beliefs in regards to their preferences for various comparisons and
how these comparisons affect their relationship appraisals, but the acfual impact that
comparisons of various types and direction had on people’s current relationship
appraisals.

In Study 2, we found that comparisons to inferior and equal relationships among
one’s peers, superior and equal points in one’s relationship’s past and future, and
previous relationship comparisons of all directions had the most positive impact on one’s
current relationship appraisals. Previous research has suggested that downward
comparisons are primarily enhancing, whereas upward comparisons ave primarily
threatening {(e.g. Wills, 1981; Wilson & Ross, 2001; Wood, 1989), with the exception of
temporal fiture comparisons, which show a preference for upward comparisons when
one seeks to enhance their relationship {Wilson & Ross; 2000). The present research,

however, dernonstrates that the affective consequences of relationship comparisons are
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primarily dependent upon how one interprets them, rather than the direction of the

coraparison itself. In accordance with previcus research, downward social, downward
previous relationship and upward temporal future comparisons were perceived as
overwhelmingly enhancing comparison standards, as participants reported that most of
these comparisons resulied in positive affect. Howsver, contrary to some previous
research, participants also reported equal frequencies of postiive and negative affect
comparisons to superior relationships among their peers, superior previous relationships
and inferior points in their relationship’s future. Perhaps some participants approached
these latier comparison standards with an evaluative goal in mind. Therefore, the
verification that their relationships were inferior to the relationships of their peers, or
their previous relationships, or that their relationship could become inferior over time
may have caused them to feel negatively. In contrast, some participants may have
approached these types of comparisons with an improvement goal in mind. As a result,
participants may have been motivated and inspired to attain the superior standing of their
peer’s relationships and their previous relationships, and to avoid having the love in their
relationship decline over time. Another possible explanation for these findings may be
the contrast betwsen relationship appraisal and self-appraisal. A romantic relationship
(especially among voung adults) may be under constant scrutiny as one decides whether
the relationship should continue or dissolve as such a decision can have serious
ramifications on both partvers’ life plans, and emotional well-being. Therefore, one may
approach certain types of comparison information more carefully than one would in g
self-appraisal context. In other words, one may weigh the positive and negative aspects

of certain types of comparisons which have been generally considered threatening to the
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self {(e.g., upward social, dowrrward temporal future) more precisely than one @@uéé in
a self-appraisal context, where the ramifications mav not be as likely to extend to others
beyond the selfl

As predicted, Study 2 also identified perceived control over love as well as
relationship safisfaction as factors which affected the way that participants interpreted
some comparison mformation. However, these moderating effects were not found across
all comparison types and were not always in the predicted direction. Specifically,
participants who perceived little control over love felt most negatively about the love in
their relationship when comparing to inferior points in their relationship’s past, rather
than to superior points as was initially predicted. In contrast, participants who perceived
high control over love felt equally positively when comparing to past relationship points
of all directions rather than pasticularly to inferior points as was predicted. Also, as
predicted, participants who were dissatisfied with their relationship felt particularly
negatively about the love in their relationship after comparing to inferior future points. In
addition, highly satisfied participants reported more comparisons to both superior and
equal future points than inferior future points, although only preference for superior
future points had been predicted. Finally, as predicted, highly satisfied participants
reported particularly high frequencies of positive affect comparisons to inferior previous
relationships, however, dissatisfied participants reported more negative affect
comparisons 1o inferior previous relationships, rather than to the predicted superior
previous relationships.

In addition to the above hypotheses-related findings. perceived control moderated

participants’ perceived similarity between the love in their current relationship and that of
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their temporal future comparison targets. Specifically, high control participants
perceived greater similarity to both their upward and same-level teroporal future
comparison targets than to their downward temporal future comparison targets. In
contrast, low control participants felt more dissumilar to upward and downward temporal
future comparison targets than o same-level temporal future comparison. These findings
extends to temporal future comparisons the initial body of research on social comparison
demonstrating that perceived similarity between the self and a comparison target can be
manipulated for self~enhancement purposes {Brickman & Bulman, 1977).

Perhaps the most surprising finding in the present research was the discrepancy
between participants’ reported use of downward temporal past comparisons and the
actual effects that these comparisons had on participants’ current relationship appraisals.
When spontaneously appraising their romantic relationship across various attributes in
open-ended narratives {Study 1) and reporting the freguency with which they made
temporal past comparisons of all directions when appraising the love in their relationship
collapsed across affect {Study 2 ), participants demonsirated a preference for comparisons
to inferior points in their relationship’s past, coinciding with previous research which has
found that people subjectively view themselves and their romantic relationship as
improving over time {(e.g. Cameron, Ross & Holmes, 2002, Kamey & Coombs, 2000,
Karney & Frye, 2002). However, when participants were specifically asked to compare
to upward, downward and same-level points in their relationship’s past (Study 2),
downward temporal past comparisons had the least positive impact on relationship
appraisals, particularly among people who perceived hittle control over the love in ther

relationship. These contradictory results lead one to pose the question: “Why do people



prefer comparing the love in their current relationship to inferior points in their
relationship’s past, when past comparisons of this direction appear 1o have the least
positive impact on their current relationship apprasals?” Research has shown that
people, particularly young aduits, view themselves as having improved over time (Ryff,
1991, Wilson & Ross, 2000; Wilson & Ross, 2001). As a result, inferior poinis in one’s
relationship’s past may be a more pleniiful and readily accessible type of comparisen
information for one {o utilize in order to enhance one’s relationship in the present. In
contrast, upward temporal past comparisons in regards to love, while the most motivating
comparison type, are possibly more rare, particularly for participants who find
themselves in the aforementioned “honeymoon phase” of their current relationship, and
tess prone to quick and easy access.

In addition to the modifications which have already been suggested, an interesting
extension to the present research would be an examination of people’s preferences
between the comparison types examined in the present research and counterfactuals.
Counterfactuals refer to the imagination of non-factual aliernatives to reality. An
example of a relationship-based counterfactual is thinking of a relationship which one
could have been involved in rather than a relationship one is involved in. Another
example of a relationship-based counterfactual is an action one could have taken in
regards to & relationship-related event, or a way in which it could have turned out
differently (i.e. “If only we had communicated better” or “Af least this incident didn't
cause cur relationship to end”}. It would be interesting to examine the dirsction that
people prefer to make relationship-based counterfactuals. Like social, temporal and

previous relationship comparisons, researchers have suggested different directions of



counterfactuals (e g. Markman, Gavanski, Sherman, & McMullen, 1993; Markmang,
Gavanski, Sherman & McMullen, 1995, McMullen & Markman, 2002). Upward
counterfactuals are superior alternatives to reality, such as a superior relationship one
could have been involved in or a superior course of action or outcome . In confrast,
downward counterfactuals are inferior alternatives 1o reality. Finally, same-level
counterfactuals, which have not been examined as extensively in previous research,
would be equal alternatives to reality, such as an egual relationship one could have been
involved in with a different partner or an equal course of action one could have taken (i.e.
“He/she would also have been happy had I bought him/her 2 nice meal rather than the
expensive sweater” ). Future research could examine whether or not counterfactuals lead
to more or less positive relationship appraisals than the comparison types investigated in
the present research and if certain factors moderate the impact that counterfactuals would
have on relationship appraisals. Markman et al. {1993) found that temporal perspective
played a role in the affective reaction of counterfactual thinking. Specifically, when
participants recetved negative feedback in regards to their performance on a
computerized game of blackjack, which they were led o believe that they would have
additional opportunities to play, people felt more satisfied when making self~enhancing
upward counterfactuals (i.e. “If only 1 had chosen to stick on 17, rather than taking
another card”) rather than downward counterfactuals. In contrast, when pariicipants were
led 1o believe that they would not have another opportusity o play the game, it was
downward (i.e. “At least 1 didn’t lose all my money™}, not upward counterfactuals that
resulted in the most satisfaction about the outcome of the game. Markman et al. (1993)

reasoned that when given the opportunity to repeat a task, people will prefer to generate
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superior alternatives in order to generate strategies which will allow them to improve

on their initial outcome. Conversely, when presented with a negative outcome from a
one-time event such as an expensive vacation or plaving in a championship game, the
best one can do is to enhance their situation through comparisons o inferior alternatives.
Temporal perspective may aiso be linked to perceived control over future events. Ason
perceives more opportunities to repeat & task or event in the fiture, one may develop a
greater sense of perceived control over the event’s cutcome.

It would be interesting to examine whether or not temporal perspective would
have the same moderating effect on the affective reaction of relationship-based
counterfactual thinking. In keeping with Markman et al.”s {1993} speculations, one
would be expected to feel most positively about negative relationship feedback when
asked to make upward relationship-based counterfactuals (e.g., “If only I had chosen a
better movie for us to watch”} when one s led to believe that one will have the
opportunity to rectify the negative situation {e.g., a simple date which did not go well).
In contrast, when one receives negative relationship feedback in regards to a relationship-
related event which can not be repeated (e.g., meeting one’s pariner’s parents for the first
time}, one should feel most positively when asked to generate downward counterfactuals
{e.g., “At least I didn’t spill wine on his'her mother™).

Finally, the present research suggests that people may predominantly possess a
relationship-enhancement goal when they report their comparison preferences or are
presented with varicus types of comparison information and then asked to appraise their
current relationship. A logical next step in regards to firture research would be to

manipulate people’s goals {enhancement vs. evaluation vs, improvement) in order o
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examine the causal effects of goals on people’s preferences for various comparison

types in a relationship context, which would also add to the literature which has
examined the effecis of people’s goals on comparison preferences for self-assessment
(e.g. Wilson & Ross, 2000; Wood, 1989). In particular, further research is required in
regards to the priming of improvement goals, which has received somewhat less attention
than evaluative and enhancement goals.

Although the present research does have its limitations, we feel that it is important
for several reasons. As mentioned before, the present research adds to the relatively
small bodies of work examining pecple’s preferences between social and temporal
comparisons as well people’s uses of previous relationship comparisons when evaluating
their romantic relationships. More importantly, the present research highlights the
variability in one’s romantic relationship appraisals depending on the comparison
standards one chooses to utilize and one’s personal beliefs and characteristics.

The present research also demonstrates how even methodological factors can
influence one’s reported relationship comparison preferences. Specifically, in Study 1,
the order in which temporal past and social comparison-related questions were presented
to participants qualified the patiern of reported prevalence of both types of comparisons.
It is also plausible that by having temporai future and previous relationship-related
questions consistently presented last in the questionnaire, the salience of these
comparison types may have been compromised, possibly resulting in a decrease reported
prevalence of both tvpes of comparisons across several measures in Study 1. This

highlights the malleability of reported relationship comparisons across various contexis.
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The present research also highlights the fact that people are not confined 1o one

type of comparison standard at 2 time, vet most previous research has focused only on
one particular comparison standard while investigating relationship appraisals. We also
feel that the examination of people’s preferences between various comparison standards
in relation to one another helps to highlight the complexity and fexibility of people’s
appraisal chowces, particularly when they are motivated to arrive at a positive conclusion.
Finally, the present research highlights the notion that comparisons of various types and
directions can affect people in different ways depending on their personal feelings and
opinions about the current state of their relationship.

The present research is a first step toward a better undesstanding of how people
appraise their relationships and what patterns may be beneficial or detrimental to
favourable evaluations. Future research should be done to better understand how people
can avoid detrimental appraisal patterns, while at the same time maintaining the ability to
accurately assess the concerns and issues within a relationship. Such findings could

eventually have useful implications for marriage and couples therapy.
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APPENDIX A

Nete: The following is an excerpt from the guestionnaive we used for Studyl. In
this excerpt, all the methods that were used in Studyl are presented for only the
attribute of relationship satisfaction. However, in the actual study, the same
measures were also used for assessments of the lollowing traits as well: love,
commitment, passion, commen inferests, conflict, fidelity and relationship partner’s
physical atiractiveness.

PART A

Please indicate how likely you are to use each of the following kinds of
information if you want {o describe your corrent relationship on the following
attributes.

You may chose the same or different types of information te evaluate your
relationship en each dimension. Using the scale below, please write the number that
best represents yvour respense in the blank fext to each guestion. ¥ the guestion
does not apply to you, mark an X,

¢ H p 3 4 S 6 7 8 2 19

Extremely Neither Extremely
Unlikely Likely nor Likely
Unbikely

Relationship Satisfaciion:
How your relationship compares now {0 what if was like in the past.

At what stage of your relationship in the past do you most ofien compare? (Beginning,

Midpoint, etc.)
How vour current relationship compares fo other romantic refationships among

other university students in vour year.

To what other relationship do you most often compare?{a fiiend’s, an average classmates,

ete.)

How your relationship compares now to what you expect it to be like in the
future.
At what pout in the future do you most often compare vour current relationship?

How vour relationship compares now 1o other relationships you have had in the
past.
With what past relafionship do you most ofien compare? (most recent, most distant etc.)

How vour current relationship compares to one other type of comparison
information you may use. List one other tvpe of comparison nformation you use, if
any? {your parent’s relationship, fictional relationships on television, celebrity
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relationships i the real world, popular psychology (e self-belp Hierature), refigious
valyes, efc.}

APPENDIX B

MNow, please describe specifically what vour curvent velationship is like on the
following characteristics, using your own words. Use whatever informatien that you
think helps to describe your curvent relationship on that atiribute. You may or may
ast want o include the types of information listed on the previous page such as how
your carrent relaticnship in the present compares to your cmrrent relationship in
the past , how vour current relationship compares fo the relationships of your peers
, kow vour current relationship comparss to other past relationships vou’ve been
invelved in, or other comparison information such as television, magazines, eic.

Relationship Satisiaction:

APPENDIX C

PART B

Now, please give an overall rating of vour current relationship’s actual level
satisfaction. On the following scale, how satisfied are you with your relationship
presentiy?

8 i 2 3 4 5 G 7 8 9 19
Mot at Extremely
Satisfied Satisfied




104
APPENDIX D

Next, think about your current relationship using each of the information
types we provided. Even though we usually use many sources of information to
decide what our velationships are like, we might reach somewhat different
concluszions if we only used a single kind of information,

W %ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬂ" or not vou said vou were likely to use the informat
part of the study, please indicate how vou W@&%@% mﬁﬁ }’@%ﬁ? mwm% mﬁaﬁwmﬁﬁp if
you mmw@m@ @ﬁ§§ to that one kind of information. Use the comparison targets that
you listed as your mest {ypical comparisons in PART A. For each piece of
information, please select the number from the scale that best represents your

response and write it in the blank next to that question.

8 i 2 3 4 S & 7 8 9 10

Not 2t all Extremely
Satisfied Satisfed
Relations atisfaction:

If vou compared your current relationship now enly to what it was like in the past {io the
point in your refationship’s past you most ofien compare}, how satisfied would you feel
with vour relationship?

If you compared your current relationship now orly o other relationships among your
peers (the particular other relationship to which vou most likely compare), how satisfied
would you feel with your relationship?

If you compared your current relationship now enly to another past relationship you've
been involved in (your first, second, efc.), how satisfied would vou feel with vour
relationship?

If you compared your current relationship now omly to what you expect it to be fike in the
future {the particular point in the future to which you most often compare), how satisfied
would vou feel with your relationship?

If you compared vour current relationship now enly to the one other type of information
you mentioned previously, if any (your parent’s relationship, relationships on television,
celebrity relationships in real life, popular psychology, religious values, etc)), how
satisfied would you feel with your relationship?
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APPENDIX E

PART C
MNext, you will read a list of possible comparisons that pesple sometimes make when
assessing their dating relstionships on various traits. Please think of the kind of
comparisons that you have made of each type lsted, and indicate how often you
make each type of comparison when assessing vour current relationship, Please
mark the number that best represents your response in the blank next to each
statement. If you never make comparisons of that type, please mark an X in the
blank

g i 2 3 4 5 & 9 1¢
Mever Always
Relationship Satisiaction:
Comparing with a point in my relationship’s past that was better than the present

e
]

Comparing with a point in my relationship’s past that was worse than the
present
Comparing with 2 point in my relationship’s past that was about the same as the present

Comparing with other relationships that are better than mine
Comparing with other relationships that are worse than mine
Comparing with other relationships that are about the same as mine

Comparing with 3 point my relationship’s future that will be betier than the present
Comparing with a point my relationship’s future that will be worse than the present

Comparing with a point my relationship’s future that will be about the same as the
present
Comparing with 2 past relationship that was betier than my current relationship

Comparing with a past relationship that was worse than my current relationship
Comparing with & past relationship that was about the same as my curvent relationship

Recall the one other type of comparison information you listed, if any, feel free to flip
back through the guestionnaire o remind yourself what it was.

Comparing with an example of the one other type of comparison information that wag
better than vour current relationship

Comparing with an example of the one other type of comparison imformation that was
worse than vour current relationship
Comparing with an example of the one other type of comparison information that was the
same as your current relationship
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PART D

Finaily, please indicate whether or not vou feel each of the eight relationship
attributes discussed in this study can be best described a5 a form of public
information, which can easily be assessed by others, or as a form of privileged
information that can only be assessed by vou and veur current relationship partner.
Please rate each attribute according to the lollowing scale,

é i 2 3 4 5 & 7 & 9 1¢
Public Privileged

Relationship Satisfaction

Thank vou very much for your participation in this study!

APPENDIX G
Coding Instructions: Social, temporal-past, temporal future, previous relationship, other
information comparisons and objective statements when assessing romantic relationships.
Social Comparisons {soc);

Any description of one’s current relationship that refers o the relafionships of other
people as an explicit or implicit comperison.

1) Social upward (opsec): Other relationship (s) isfare be
one’s owWR mﬁmﬁwm&gp {My friends have more love in their ﬁeﬁaﬁ@ns&xpu than 1
do in mine, my partner is not as attractive as my roommate’s pariner).

2} Social downward (dasec): Other relationship(s) is/are worse than/inferier to
one’s own relationship (We have stronger commitment than average couples, I
can see that we have more passion than others).

3} Social same-level (slsec): Other relationship(s) is/are the same 25 one’s own
refationship { The passion in our z@i@;ﬁ@mﬁp is average, [ would say that we
have just as many comimon interests as my friends have in their relationships).

Temooral Compansons (Past {topy

Anv description of one’s current relationship that refers to 2 moment or event in the
relationship’s past as an explickt or impliclt comparison.
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Temporsl past upward (upicpl: Relationship’s past is better than/saperior
to the relationship in the present { We were closer when we first started dating
{explicit), The passion in our relationship has decreased (implicit)).

Temporal past downward (dotep): Relationship’s past is worse than/inferior
to the relationship in the present (We have developed more common interests
then we had in the past {explicit), My pariner looks better and better every time I
see them (implicit)}.

Temporal past same level (sltep): Relationship’s past is the same as the
relationship in the present {We have always been faithful to one another
{(implicit), My partner is as attractive 25 he/she was when we first started dating
{explici)).

Temporal Comparisons (Future) {tcf):

Any description of one’s current relationship that refers fo 2 moment or event in

the relationship’s future as an explicit or implicit comparison.

1)

2)

3)

Temporal future upward (uptef) : Relationship’s future is better
than/superior o the relationship in the present (We will become closer as time
passes, Someday we will learn to not argue as much}.

Temporal future downward {dntcf): Relationship’s future is worse
than/inferior to the relationship in the present (I worry that my partner wall
become less attractive to me, I don’t think this relationship will last for much
fonger).

Temporal future same-level (sitcl): Relationship’s future is the same as the
relationship in the present { We will be together forever, My partner will always
be there for me).

Previous Relationship Comparisons (pri

Any description of one’s current relationship that refers to a moment or event in

one’s previous relationship(s} with a different partner or ong’s current partner’s previous
relationship {s) with a different partner as an explicit or implicit comparison.

b

2)

tad
it

Previous velationship upward {(uppr): Previeus ionship is better
than/saperior to one’s present relationship (My current pariner is not as
physically atiractive as my last pariner, My previous relationship was more
passionate}.

Previous relationship downward (dnpr): Previous refationship is worse
than/inferior (o one’s present relationship (We don’t fight nearly as much as
my last partner and 1 did, P've never loved anyone as much as I love my current
pariner).

Previous relationship same-level (sipr): Previous relationship is the same as
one’s present relationship { All my partners have been very attractive, 'm just
as close to my current partuer as 1 was (o my previous pariner).
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Other information comparisons {oci)
Any description of one’s current relationship that refers to any other types of
comparison information other than the previcusly mentioned types as an explicit or
implicit comparison.

1} Other comparison information upward (upocii: Other comparison
information is better than/superior o one’s current relationship (My
relationship is notf as passionate as relationships on television, We are not as close
as this magazine arficle says we should be).

2y Other comparison information downward (dnoci): Other comparison
information is worse than/inferior to one’s current relationship { There is
more commitment in my relationship than there is in relationships on tv or in the
movies, We don’t fight as much as this survey savs couples our age fight).

3y Other comparison information same-level (sloci): Other comparisen
information is the same as one’s current relationship {According to popular
psychology, my relationship has the ideal amount of love, There is as much love
in our relationship as there are in relationships on t.v.).

Objective Statements

Any description of one’s current relationship that does not involve any of the previously-
mentioned comparison types, nor has any emotional connotation.

1} Positive cbicctive statements {po): Statements regarding the relationship are
positive and do not invelve either of the partner’s feelings in regards fo the
trait in guestion { There is great passion in our relationship, We have many
commen interests, We are extremely close).

2} Negative sbjective statements {(no): Statements regarding the relationship
are negative and do net involve either of the partner’s feelings in regards (o
the trait in question { My partner is not very atiractive, We are not very closg,
We fight too much).

tral ochjective statements (nes): Sistements regarding 1

can not be distinguished as either positive or negative and do not involve

either of the partner’s feelings in regards to the trait in guestion (There is
conflict in our relationship, T wonder sbout the relationship’s future).

e relationshin

ta

Fomotione] Stotemenis

Any description of one’s current relationship that does not involve any of the previcusly-
mertioned comparison types, and which also expresses either pariner’s feelings in
regards to the relationship.

1) Positive emotional statements {pe): Statements which reflect relationship
parteer’s positive feelings in regards to the trait in question { I love my
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partner, | am very satislied with my relationship, I enjov deing
activities with my pariner).

2) Negative emotional statements (ne): Statements which reflect relationship
partner’s negative feelings in vegards to the trait in guestion { I am neot
satisfied with my relationship, I do nof feel very close to my partaer, I
am not atiracted to my parviner).

3} Neutral emetions] statements (nee): Statements which reflect relationship
partner’s indifference or uncertainty o the trait in question (I think my
partuer loves me, I'm prefty sure my pariner is commitied to me).

Other Coding Notes

- Code by fragments/phrases/sentence units rather than simply by
sentence. This will allow for several possible comparisons o be coded
in one sentence rather than giving priority 1o one over another.

- Simply discussing the relationship’s past does not count as a temporal
comparison unless there is an explicit or implicit comparison being
made to the relationship in the present. Look for words such as “have
abways” “used to be”, “better”, “worse”, etc.

- Only code for statements that reflect on the relationship as opposed to
statements that only reflect one partner’s opinion{s) on the trait in
question.

- Love, satisfaction and attraction are “feeling-based” traits more so than
the other traits and should be coded as such. For instance, “There is
love in gur relationship” should be coded as an positive emotional
statement, while “We have common interests” would be coded as a
positive objective statement.

- Some comparisons or statements are dependent on the context in
which the participant is discussing the frait in question. What may
appear {0 be a positive comparison Or siatement in one context, may be
a negative comparison or statement in another.

~ Do not code a statement as both a comparison and objective or
emotional statement, give prionty {o companson. Only code
statemenis as objective or emotional when they are clearly not explicit
or implicit comparisons.

- Any comparisons made to others who are not explicitly referred to as
previous relationship partners, should be coded as social comparisons.
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For example n the sentence I have never felt this way about
anyone before”, we are not explicitly told that the participant is
comparing t0 a previous relationship pariner. All we know is that she
or he is comparing to a weaker standard and therefore, this sentence
would be coded as a downward social comparison.

- Whenever the direction of the comparison can not be determined,
simply code it as a comparison without direction using one of the
following codes depending on who or what is being compared (soc,
tcp, tef, pr, oci).

APPENDIXH

Please read through each of the following items and circle the number that best represents
the state of yvour current relationship.

1. Ifeel happy when I'm with my pariner.

1 2 3 4 5

very often fairly often sometimes  seldom never

2. We have quarreis.

e

2 3 4 5
very often  fairly often  sometimes  seldom never

3. Things go well between us.

1 2 3 4 5

very often  fairly often  sometimes  seldom never

4. Iregret being involved in this relationship.

1 2 3 4 5
very often  fairly often  sometimes  seldom never

5. My partner irritates ms.
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i 2 3
very often  fanly often  sometimes
6. I consider leaving my pariner.

i 2 3
very often  fairly often  sometimes

7. 1enjoy the company of my partner.

1 2z 3
very often  fairly often  sometimes
8. 1 feel our relationship won’t last.

i 2 3
very often  fairly often  sometimes

4
seldom

4
seidom

4
seldom

4
seldom

nEVer

5
never

(e

never

never
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Note: The following are both versions of our perceived level of contrel
manipulation.

* Low Countrol Manipuiation

Please tzke 3 moment and read the following abstract.
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The article by Trent & Klimosld {1998) suggests that people experience the levels
of love in their romaniic relationships as being beyond their control. People have no
contrel over whom they fall in love with, when they fall in or out of love or how the
fove in their relationship Hucluates over time. However, what these guthows do not
explore are the reasons why these findings exists. Oue of the purposes of the earrent
study is to further investigate these past findings, and to better undersiand why they
exists. We are inferested in people’s intuitions about why people experience love as
being uncontroliable. Please take a fow minutes to think about and explain the
reasons why you think that even if people express the desire o contrel the love in
their romantic relationships, they are unable to de 56,

%,
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* High Control Manipuiation

Please take 2 moment and read the following abstract,

Record 1 of 1 in PayciINFO 1935-2000

AN: 1998-18730-001

DT: Journal-Article

TT: Assesgsments of the formation, maintenance and
dissclution of romantic relaitionships.

AU: Trent,-Alicia-A.; ¥iimoski,-Michael-J.

S0: Journal-of-Persconal Relationships. 1988 Feb; Vol
1021y 3-11.

I3: Q021-8010

PY: 1398

AB: A sampie of 250 vyoung adulis was assessed annually
from age 18 Lo age 24 in an effori Lo study ths formation,
maintenance, and dissolution of romantic relationships. Cne
focus wag to examine the sexperience of love and its role on
relaticonship trajecteory. An unexpectedly strong finding
emerged indicating that a majority of participants
experienced love as controlliable - they reportsad being able
to choose thelr romantic partner, and control or predict
when they would fall in love, whether it would increase or
decline, and if it would end. Attempis to alter or dictate

the experience of love were typically met with success - if

people desired to work at making love grow, they were able
to do so; likewise, they couid choose Lo reduce and
eventually terminate any unwanied emctions. This finding
was surprising given that people freguently see love as a
emoticon that is difficult To dictate. {PsycINFQ Database
Record {c) 2002 APARA, all righis reasserved)
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The article by Trent & Klbnoski (1998) suggests that people experience the levels
of love in their remantic relationships as being within their conirel. People have
conirel over whom they {all in love with, when they fall in or out of love and how the
love in their relationship fluctuates over time. However, what these authors do nof
explore are the reasons why these findings exists. One of the purposes of the current
study is to further investigate these past findings, and to better understand why they
exisés. We are interested in people's intuitions about why people experience love as
being confroliable. Please take a few minutes o think about and explain the reasens
why you think that if people express the desire to control the love in their romantic
relationships, they are able to do so.
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APPENDIX T

In your opinion, how much control do you feel you have over the level of love
between voursell and your current relationship partner?{circie one}

& i 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 9 16
ne control exiveme
2t gl comtral

In your opinicn, bow iimportant is the ievel of love between yourself and vour current
relationship partner? (cirele onej

g i P 3 4 8 & 7 g g ie
not impertant extremely
at alf important

Please indicate whether or not you feel that the level of love between yourself and your
current relationship partner can be best described as a form of public information, which
can easily be assessed by others, or as a form of privileged information thet can only be
assessed by vou and vour relationship partuer. {circle one)

¢ i 2 3 4 8 & 7 b 9 ig
public privileged
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APPENDIX K

Nete: The following is one of four possible guestionnaires. In Study 2, participants
were randomly assigned fo one of four possible comparison type groups {(secial
cpmparisen, (emporal past compavison, temporal future comparison or previous
relationship comparison) and received a qguestionnaive based on their group
assignment. The lollowing is 2 copy of a questionnaire that was provided o the
social comparison group.

T A

Thank yon for {aking part in this study. Please read each guestion carefully and
respond as directed. Note that you are {ree (o omit a response fo any guestion you
prefer not {0 answer. Teo begin, please answer the following questions pertaining to
your background information.

Age: Gender (please check one): Male Female

Year in University: Academic Major:

Length of time {(in months}) that vou have been romantically invelved with vour
curvent pariner

Number of previous romantic relationships

Considering all of your past romantic relationships, please indicate how many times

you ended the relationship s how many times a relationship was ended by a
former partner » and how many tines you and vour former

mutuaily decided to end the relationship . Please write the appropriate
number in the spaces provided.
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APPENDIX L

First, please think of a relationship among vour peers that veu feel is supevior o
your current relationship in terms of love (for example, 2 friend’s relationship, a2
classmate’s relationship, a sibling’s relationship, efc.).

1. Which relationship have vou chosen to compare to? {Le. a friend’s relationship, 2
ciassmate’s relationship, a sibling’s relationship) . How long (in
mounths) have veu known this couple?

2. Please write a short description of how this particular relationship compares to
your current relationship in terms of love.

3. Please indicate how you feel about the level of love in your current relationship
on the following scale.

8 i 2 3 4 9 10
Very Badly Very Goed

h
&
=]
o

4. Please indicate how similar this relationship is to vour eurrent relationship on
the following scale.

g i g 10
Mot at all Extremely
RBimilar Similar

e
$ed
-8
]
&
=
e
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Next, please think of a romantic relationship ameng your peers that you feel is
inferior to your current relationship in terms of love (for example, 5 friend’s
relationship, a classmate’s relationship, & sibling’s relstionship, ete),

1. Which relationship have vou chesen to compare fo7 (Le. a friend’s velationship, a
classmate’s velationship, » sibling’s relationship, ete) . How long (in
months} have you kmown this couple?

2. Please write 2 short description of how this particular relationship compares (o
your current relationship in terms of love.

3. Please indicate how you feel about the level of love in your current relationship

g i 2 3 4 g & 7 g 9 i6
Very Badly Very Good

4. Please indicate how similar this relationship is fo your current relationship on
the following scale.

[
&
nf
=

g i 2 3 4 g i8
Mot at all Extremely
Similar Similar
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Mexnt, please think of & romantic relationship ameong vour peers that vou feel is
equal to your current relationship in terms of love (for example, 2 friend’s
relationship, 2 classmaie’s relationship, a sibling’s relationship, eic).

1. Which relationship have you chesen to compare te? (i.e. a friend’s velationship, a
classmate’s relationship, 2 sibling’s relationshiyp, } . How long (in
months) have you known this conple?

2. Please write 2 shorf description of how this particular relationship compares to
your current relationship in terms of love.

3. Please indicate how you feel about the level of love in your current relationship

4 5 6 7 8 9 16
Very Badly Very Good

0 i

oo
(5]

4. Please indicate how similar this relationship is te your current relationship on
the following scale,

] 1 2 9 1@
Not at all Extremely
Similar Similar

™
&
P
@
=
o




121
PART D

Based on previous research, people have reported when they think about a romantic
relationship ameong their peers that is superior {o their current relationship in terms
of love, it makes them feel lnspired and excited. For these people, thinling about a
romantic relationship ameng their peers that is superior to their corvent
relatienship in terms of love offers inspiration and hope that the level of love in their
current relationship may someday be superior. People have also reported that when
they think about 2 romantic relationship among their peers that is superier to their
current relationship in terms of love, it makes them feel upset and discouraged
about their current relationship. For these people, thinking about a remantic
relationship among their peers that is superior to their curvent relationship in terms
of love only causes them to feel hopeless that the level of love in their current
relationship could never measure up o such a high standard. Also, some people
have reported feeling both inspived and excited, a3 well as upset and discouraged
when they think about 2 romantic relationship among their peers that is superior o
their relationship in terms of love.

First, considering all the possible comparisons vou can make, please rate how often
you make comparisons o superior relationships among vour peers in ferms of love,
resulting in you feeling inspired and excited that the level of love in your current
relationship may someday be superior by cirveling the appropriate number on the
following scale.

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Never Very Often

Please provide an example of such a superior relationship among your peers that
makes vou feel inspired and excited when you compare you current relationship fo
that particular relationship in terms of love.
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Next, considering 2l the possible comparisons vou can make, please rate how
often vou make comparisons (o superior relationships among vour peers in terms of
love, resulting in vou feeling upset or discouraged that the level of love in your
current relationship may never measure np o suck 2 high standard by circling the
appropriate number on the fpllowing scale.

g 1 2 3 4 5 6 b ig
Never Yery Often
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Please provide an example of such a superior relationship among your peers that
makes you feel upset or discouraged when you compare your carrent relatienship to
that particular relationship in ferms of love.

Based on previous research, people have reported that when they think about a
romantic relationship among their peers that is inferior to their current relationship
in terms of love, it makes them feel proud and grateful that the level of love in their
current relationship is superior. People have also reported that when they think
about 3 romantic relationship among their peers that is inferior to their current
relationship in terms of love, it makes them feel worse and anxious about their
current relatienship. For these people, thinking sbout a romantic relationship
among their peers that is inferier to their current relationship in terms of love only
increases their fears that the level of love in their current relationship may possibly
someday become inferior. Also, some people have reported feeling proud and
grateful as well as worse and anxious when they think of & previeus relationship
that is inferior {o their current relationship.
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First, considering ail the possible comparisons vou can make, please rate how
often you make comparisons te inferior relationships smong your peers in terms of
love, resulting in you feeling proud and grateful that the level of love in your
relationship is superior 1o your previous relationship by circling the appropriate
number on the following scale.

¢ i 2 3 4 5 & 7 & 9 19

=

Mever Very Often

Please provide an example of such an inferior relationship among your peers that
make you feel proud and grateful when vou compare your current relationship to
that particular relationship in terms of love,

Next, considering all the possible comparisons you can make, please rate how often
yvou make comparisons to inferior relationships among your peers in terms of love,
resulting in vou feeling worried or anxious that the level of love in your curvent
relationship may someday become inferior by circling the appropriate number on
the following secale,

0 i Z 3 4 9 19
Never Very Often
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Please provide an example of such an inferior relationship among vour peers that
make vou feel worried or anxious when you compare your current relationship to
that particular relationship in terms of love.




Based on previous research, people have reported that when they think about a
romantic relationship among their peers that is equal o thelr current relationship in
terms of love, it makes them feel happy and satisfied. For these people, thinking
about 8 romantic relationship among their peers that is equal (o their current
relationship in terms of love allows them to feel that the level of love in their
relationship is normal and Is measuring up fo society’s standards. People have also
reported that when they think about a romantic relationship ameng their peers that
is equal to their current relationship in terms of love, it makes them feel upset and
discouraged about their current relationship. For these people, thinking about a
rogmantic relationship among their peers that is equal to thelr curvent relationship in
terms of love only causes them to fecl hopeless that the level of love in their carrent
velationship is only average and is not especially unique. Alse, people have reported
feeling both happy and satisfied as well a5 upset and discouraged when they think
about previeus relationships they've had that ave equal to their carrent relationship
in terms of love

First, considering all the possible comparisons you can make, please rate how often
you make comparisens to equal relationships among your peers in terms of love,
resulting in you feeling happy and satisfied that the level of love iIn your current
relationship is normal and measuring up to society’s standards by circling the
appropriate number on the following scale.

g i 2 3 4 S 6 7 - 9 i0

e

Never Very Often

Please provide au example of such an equal relationship among yeu
make you feel happy and satisfied when you compare your current relationship to
that relationship in terms of love.
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Mext, considering all the possible commparisons vou can make, please vaie how
often vou malke comparisons (o egual relationships ameng your peers in terms of
love, resulting in vou fecling upset and discouraged that the level of love in your
current relationship is ondy average and not especially unigue by circling the
appropriste number on the following seale.

§ i 2 3 4 ) 6 9 i¢
Never Very Often

el
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Please provide an example of such an equal relationship among your peers that
makes you feel wpset and discouraged when vou compare you current relationship
to that particular relationship in terms of love.

Finally, please indicate on the following scale, how much control you feel you have
in terms of changing you current relationship’s st g in terms of love on the
following scale.

& H 2 3 4 5 & 7 2 G 18
HWo Contral Extreme
At Al Contrsl

In your opinion, how imporiant is the level of love between vourself and vour current
relationship partaer? (circde one)

i 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 it
not imporiant extremely
at all important

Please indicate whether or not you feel that the level of love between voursell and your
current relationship partner can be best described as a form of public information, whick
can easily be assessed by others, or a5 3 form of privileged info Hon that can only be
assessed by vou and your reletionship parteer, (vircke one)

g i Z 3 4 8 & 7 g 3 10
public privileged

Thank you very much for your participation! It is very much sappreciated!
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